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ABSTRACT 
 Societal demands of the 21st century have demonstrated the need for alternative 
delivery doctoral programs. Decreasing graduate student enrollments, need for additional 
qualified faculty, demand for academic program accessibility, and the need for colleges and 
universities to develop additional sources of revenue are concerns of administrators in higher 
education institutions. The purpose of this study was to describe the emergence, 
development, and implementation, and evaluate the alternative delivery doctoral programs in 
the Child Nutrition Program (CNP) and Family and Consumer Sciences Education (FCSEd) 
Leadership Academies at Iowa State University (ISU). In addition, this study determined the 
effectiveness of the alternative delivery format in doctoral education. 
 Electronic questionnaires were sent to 43 CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy 
graduate students/graduates (student), and 26 FLM or FCSEd faculty members/visiting 
professors (faculty). An ecosystem model, two-phase assessment technique was used to 
assess operational characteristics, and student and faculty perceptions’ of alternative delivery 
programs in the Department of Apparel, Educational Studies, and Hospitality Management 
(AESHM) at ISU. Quantitative and qualitative procedures were used in data analysis.  
The desire of working professionals to earn a doctoral degree while maintaining their 
current full-time positions was studied. Overall, student and faculty respondents found the 
alternative delivery doctoral programs at ISU as successful and an accessible alternative to 
traditional on-campus doctoral education programs. Results showed that alternative delivery 
doctoral programs are viable solutions to meet needs of diverse student populations. 
1CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
This dissertation is a research study of alternative delivery doctoral programs offered 
in the Department of Apparel, Educational Studies, and Hospitality Management (AESHM) 
at Iowa State University (ISU). The background of the study, problem of the study, overall 
significance, assumptions, and relevant terminology are presented in this chapter.   
Background of the Study 
 Founded in the 1890s, the discipline of family and consumer sciences education 
(FCSEd) falls under the educational umbrella of family and consumer sciences (FCS), 
formerly known as home economics. Research in FCSEd has its origins at Columbia 
University where the first master’s and doctoral degrees were awarded in 1906 and 1918, 
respectively (Couch & Felstehausen, 2001; Lehman, 1960). ISU offered the first graduate 
work in FCSEd in the 1920s (Eppright & Ferguson, 1971). Graduate programs in FCSEd 
witnessed steady growth during the 1960s, but student enrollment declined in the 1970s and 
1980s. FCSEd was once the largest specialization area in home economics but now has 
decreased in the number of degrees awarded. FCSEd has suffered the highest decrease in 
number of graduate level programs and enrollment among all FCS specialization areas (Lei, 
1999).  
 Foodservice and lodging management (FLM) has advanced significantly since the 
late 1800s. Institutional foodservice courses first appeared in the ISU catalog in 1898. These 
courses were offered to those preparing to teach or to manage food preparation and 
housekeeping in schools or other institutions (Hsu & Gilmore, 1996). Cornell University 
offered the first hotel school in 1922. Following Cornell in the late 1920s and early 1930s, 
Purdue University, Michigan State University, and the University of Massachusetts began to 
2offer FLM degree programs. Pennsylvania State University, the University of Houston, and 
ISU started FLM degree programs during the 1940s and 1950s (Spurr, 1970).  
Thereafter, four-year colleges and universities, two-year community colleges, 
technical schools, and proprietary schools experienced dramatic growth in the number of 
FLM programs being offered in the 1970s and 1980s. FLM undergraduate programs are 
offered in approximately 175 four-year and 500 two-year colleges and universities in the 
United States (U.S.)(Riegel, 1995). Master's degree FLM programs are offered in 30 U.S. 
colleges and universities, with 12 institutions offering FLM doctoral programs. Programs in 
FLM are still emerging at the master’s and doctoral levels (Barrows & Bosselman, 1999). 
 Coupled with this growth, the need for qualified faculty is of crucial importance. If 
administrators in higher education institutions desire to offer degree programs in FLM, 
qualified faculty need to be hired. The field of FLM experienced a shortage of faculty with 
FLM doctoral degrees during the 1980s and 1990s. To meet the need for faculty members 
with FLM doctoral degrees, administrators in higher education institutions need to find ways 
to increase the number of students enrolling in these doctoral programs (Tepeci, Seo, Upneja, 
& DeMicco, 2001).   
Problem of the Study 
Decreasing graduate student enrollment may be a concern for colleges and 
universities. However, professionals who desire to obtain doctoral degrees are limited in their 
choices of accredited higher education institutions. Limitations may be due to day-to-day 
schedules, family commitments, professional employment, and residency requirements that 
result in the inaccessibility of current graduate degree programs. The restriction of 
3geographic location that hinders educational opportunities for prospective doctoral students 
needs to be removed (Tesone & Ricci, 2001). 
Societal demands of the 21st century have created challenges for administrators of 
higher education institutions offering doctoral programs (Iwamoto, 2004). Developing 
graduate programs that provide unlimited access to students is a challenge for many college 
and university administrators due to flat or declining educational appropriations and revenues 
(Schott, Chernish, Dooley, & Lindner, 2003). Higher education administrators should 
venture into new delivery formats that are accessible to diverse student populations to meet 
needs of a wider audience of prospective students (Davies, 1997; Tesone & Ricci, 2001). A 
natural solution to this problem is for U.S. college and university administrators to develop 
flexible doctoral programs using alternative delivery formats (Rajgopal, Bidanda, & Shuman, 
2001). 
AESHM faculty members at ISU have responded to the need for accessible doctoral 
programs in FLM and FCSEd. Doctoral degrees in these programs are offered in alternative 
delivery formats known as leadership academies. The leadership academy is designed to 
accommodate and attract industry, education, and non-profit organizational professionals. 
The Child Nutrition Program (CNP) Leadership Academy and FCSEd Leadership Academy 
are extensions of traditional on-campus doctoral programs offered at ISU (Iowa State 
University, 2005). 
Significance of the Study 
Earning a doctoral degree in FLM or FCSEd may be difficult for current 
professionals and higher education faculty due to traditional on-campus course and residency 
requirements. These faculty and professionals need to obtain extended leaves of absence 
4from current professional positions to live as graduate students on campus for an extended 
period of time (Rajgopal et al., 2001).  
Previous research has indicated graduate degree alternative delivery programs are a 
viable solution for administrators of higher education institutions to remain competitive in 
attracting students to their programs (Fenich, 1988; Schott et al., 2003; Tesone & Ricci, 
2001). Distance education is one alternative delivery format that has been developed and 
implemented. 
Alternative delivery formats for doctoral degrees should be explored as a way to 
respond to the need for increased enrollment and program accessibility. The concept of 
alternative delivery formats for graduate degrees has intrinsic importance. Administrators of 
higher education institutions need to consider students’ accessibility to programs in addition 
to the financial feasibility from the perspectives of both students and institutions.  
The purpose of this study was to describe the emergence, development, and 
implementation, and evaluate the alternative delivery doctoral programs in the CNP and 
FCSEd Leadership Academies at ISU. The study determined the effectiveness of the 
alternative delivery format in doctoral education. Recommendations based on the evaluation 
of alternative delivery doctoral programs in the AESHM Department are offered. 
Assumptions 
This research was conducted under the following assumptions: 
1. Students accurately determined personal monetary allocations associated with completion 
of their doctoral programs. 
2. Students, doctoral graduates, graduate program directors, department chairperson, faculty 
members, and visiting professors responded to questions truthfully. 
53. The questionnaires measured study constructs accurately. 
Definitions of Terms 
Higher education: In terms of institutions common to the U.S., higher education includes all 
education above secondary schools given in colleges, universities, graduate schools, 
technical institutes, teachers colleges, and normal schools (Good, 1973, p. 282). 
Master’s degree: Education of advanced character, usually requiring one or two years of 
study, leading to a second degree that ranks above the bachelor’s degree and below 
the Ph.D., Ed.D., or other equivalent doctoral degrees (Good, 1973, p.169; Lawton & 
Gordon, 1996, p. 69). 
Doctoral degree: Programs that prepare students for lifetime careers of intellectual inquiry 
(expressed through scholarship and research) in an academic environment. 
Individuals make significant contributions to the profession through individual 
freedom of inquiry, critical reviews of literature in the field, and applications of 
appropriate processes to examine critical issues in the chosen discipline (Barrows & 
Bosselman, 1999, p. 252). 
Foodservice and lodging management: A field of multidisciplinary study that brings 
perspectives of many disciplines, especially those found in the social sciences, to bear 
on particular areas of application and practice in the hospitality and tourism industry 
(Riegel, 1995, p. 6). 
Family and consumer sciences: Formerly known as home economics enables families, both 
as individual units and generally as a social institution, to build and maintain systems 
of action that lead (a) to maturing in individual self-formation and (b) to enlightened, 
6cooperative participation in the critique and formulation of social goals and means for 
accomplishing them (Brown & Paolucci, 1979).  
Family and consumer science education: An educational discipline that promotes individual 
and family well-being by providing educational experiences that enable individuals to 
develop, integrate, and apply a multidisciplinary body of knowledge that deals with 
basic and higher level needs of individuals and families (American Home Economics 
Association, 1993). Career areas include educators in schools, extension, community 
agencies, community colleges, business, industry, government, and multicultural 
settings (Family and Consumer Sciences Education and Studies at Iowa State 
University, 2006).  
Living/learning community: Any one of a variety of curricular structures that link together 
several existing courses so students have opportunities for a deeper understanding and 
integration of the material they are learning. Students gain more interaction with one 
another and their teachers as fellow participants in the learning enterprise (Gabelnick, 
MacGregor, Matthews, & Smith, 1990, p. 19). 
Alternative delivery format: A program delivery format that uses instructional technology 
and provides different ways of organizing and delivering instruction (education and 
training) as opposed to a conventional lecture format in which information is 
transmitted to learners (Szabo, 1996, p. 5). 
Distance education: A method of teaching in which students are not required to be present 
physically at a specific location during the course. Most often, regular mail, videos, 
audiotapes, CD-ROMS, and the Internet are used to communicate course content to 
students who also submit exercises via the Internet. Often, students are required to 
7attend meetings at regional campuses on specific weekends. Distance education is 
offered at all levels but is most frequently an option for university-level studies 
(Distance Education, 2006).  
Child Nutrition Program: Title of alternative delivery doctoral program in foodservice and 
lodging management at Iowa State University. 
Dissertation Organization 
This dissertation consists of an introduction to the research study, literature review, 
methodology used for data collection and analyses, results and discussion, summary, 
conclusions, and recommendations, appendices, and references. Appendices contain 
materials relevant to the research project: administrator interview questions, Human Subjects 
Review approval, data collection instruments, and correspondence. 
8CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 Graduate education and alternative delivery programs are explored in this chapter. 
The evolution of doctoral education is addressed in the first section. The second section 
includes FCSEd graduate programs. FLM graduate programs are discussed in the third 
section. Graduate distance education is addressed in the fourth section. Alternative delivery 
doctoral programs are explained in the next section. Living/learning communities are 
addressed in sixth section. The seventh section includes a discussion of the ecosystem model 
for program evaluation. Ecosystem design assumptions are documented in the eighth section. 
The last section contains research objectives. 
Evolution of Doctoral Education 
 Spurr (1970) stated the concept of academic degrees originated in the 13th century. 
The American doctoral degree was introduced early in the 19th century by Americans who 
studied in Germany and returned to U.S. to teach in higher education institutions. Yale 
University offered the first doctoral degree in the U.S. about the time of the Civil War. The 
doctoral degree derived most of its major impetuses with the founding of Johns Hopkins 
University. However, Clark University, Catholic University, University of Chicago, and 
Harvard followed closely behind with implementation of doctoral programs. The evolution of 
the doctoral degree in the 20th century was marked by a standardization of quality and 
extension to applied fields and subject areas (Spurr, 1970). Doctoral education has been 
defined as “the capstone of the education process, as well as a source of scholars and 
scholarship” (Barrows & Bosselman, 1999, p. 252). The concept of doctoral education has 
been based on freedom of inquiry and the development of significant contributions to society.  
9The doctoral degree has long been recognized as the mark of highest achievement in 
academia. The purpose of doctoral education has expanded in its development in the U.S. 
with types of degrees and time frames of the academic experience. In 1916, there were 149 
fields in which to earn a doctoral degree; by the 1950s, there were over 500 fields of study 
(Griggs, 1965). Now, doctoral studies cover numerous academic disciplines (Iwamoto, 
2004).    
Family and Consumer Sciences Education Graduate Programs 
 The discipline of FCSEd evolved in the U.S. in the 1890s and was grounded in the 
creation of a family, career, and community-focused curriculum that developed strong 
individuals, families, and communities. Individuals and families are empowered to manage 
the challenges of living and working in a diverse, global society (Vail, 1998).  
The American Home Economics Association (1993) defined FCSEd as a discipline 
that promotes individual and family well-being by providing educational experiences that 
enable individuals to develop, integrate, and apply a multidisciplinary body of knowledge 
that deals with basic and higher level needs of individuals and families. Career areas include 
educators in schools, extension, community agencies, community colleges, business, 
industry, government, and multicultural settings (Family and Consumer Sciences Education 
and Studies at Iowa State University, 2006).  
The FCSEd discipline is viewed as a practical/critical science in which educators 
work with families in identifying, creating, and evaluating goals. Educators offer alternative 
solutions to problems faced in everyday life, and families are taught to take responsibility for 
their decisions that impact global society and their environment (Thomas, 1998). As a result, 
FCSEd educators empower students to solve practical problems involving families, 
10
workplaces, and communities, and take communicative, reflective, and technical action for 
the welfare of families and their communities (Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development, 2001). Overall, FCSEd programs are aimed to promote human potential within 
families and communities in a holistic way through extension services and interdisciplinary 
collaboration (Csizmadia & Jorgensen, n.d.). 
 FCSEd educators recognized the need for advanced preparation beyond the traditional 
4-year college programs (Newcomer, 1959). The awareness of this need for advanced 
degrees and professional research initiated an increase in graduate programs in the field 
(East, 1980). The first master’s and doctoral degrees in FCSEd research were awarded in 
1906 and 1918, respectively, at Columbia University (Couch & Felstehausen, 2001; Lehman, 
1960). The first FCSEd graduate assistant was employed at ISU in the 1920s (Eppright & 
Ferguson, 1971).  
Graduate programs in FCSEd witnessed steady growth before and during the 1960s, 
but student enrollment declined in the 1970s and 1980s. Decreased degree productivity is a 
concern because FCSEd is no longer the largest specialization area in home economics. 
Many colleges and universities dissolved their FCSEd programs at graduate levels due to low 
student enrollment and budgetary constraints (Harper & Davis, 1986; Lichty, 2000). The 
decline in graduate student enrollment and the lack of graduate level programs might have 
damaged the reputation of FCSEd as a discipline and FCS as a profession (Vaughn, 1990). 
To retain and increase enrollment, administrators and faculty members of higher education 
institutions must enhance recruitment effectiveness (Lei, 1999).  
Vaughn (1990) suggested a re-assessment and strengthening of all FCSEd graduate 
programs to increase student enrollment. Administrators of higher education must respond to 
11
changes that impact graduate education programs that include fiscal constraints, accessibility, 
accountability, changing demographics, public expectations, and transitions in workforce 
needs (Kellet, 2003). Higher education administrators might need to enhance recruitment 
techniques and develop alternative delivery graduate programs in FCSEd to retain and 
increase graduate student enrollment (Vaughn, 1990).    
Lei (1999) conducted a descriptive study to document graduate student enrollment 
and identify characteristics of FCSEd graduate programs. Based on findings from 63 useable 
surveys, a response rate of 58.9%, 48 existing graduate degree programs were identified at 38 
institutions, of which the majority resided in land-grant universities. The number of FCSEd 
graduate-level students declined over the 5-year period under study (1992–1997). The author 
concluded that advocacy for conceptualization of graduate-level education in FCSEd is 
required to provide rationality and justification for this field of study.  
Couch and Felstehausen (2001) reviewed FCSEd research published in The Journal 
of Family and Consumer Sciences Education from 1985 to 2000. They used the annual 
Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal listings of theses and dissertations to 
summarize research completed by FCSEd graduate students. A total of 453 theses and 191 
dissertations were reported for the period of 1985 to 1999. The number of theses ranged from 
a high of 47 in 1989 to a low of 12 in 1999, and the number of dissertations ranged from a 
high of 25 in 1998 to a low of 6 annually in 1996, 1997, and 1999. The authors concluded 
there was a need to renew efforts to recruit students to FCS graduate programs.  
Reiboldt (2001) suggested distance education was one way to increase awareness of 
programs in FCSEd, promote the discipline on a larger scale, enhance enrollment, and bring 
in revenue to universities. The author stated FCSEd faculty have traditionally used a variety 
12
of media including professional journals, videos, and brochures that have provided a 
multitude of valuable experiences for students. However, new technology has provided 
students with access to the Internet and an infinite number of online resources that relate to 
FCS issues. By incorporating the benefits of distance education, and simultaneously avoiding 
the limitations of traditional courses, FCS programs and courses can become more viable. 
Foodservice and Lodging Management Graduate Programs 
The formalized study of FLM in U.S. colleges and universities has been recognized 
for over 75 years. During the 1970s and 1980s, higher education institutions offering FLM 
graduate programs began to increase. FLM has been defined as “a field of multidisciplinary 
study that brings the perspective of many disciplines in particular areas of application and 
practice in the hospitality industry” (Riegel, 1995, p. 6). FLM doctoral education reached an 
important stage in development as evidenced by the increasing number of undergraduate 
programs, specializations of faculty members and academic journals, and strengthening 
relationships between higher education and the FLM industry (Barrows & Bosselman, 1999). 
FLM program administrators began to assess possibilities of offering new programs 
at doctoral levels. Nebel, Calnan, and Chacko (1986) mailed a six-question, open-ended 
questionnaire to 131 program directors of 4-year FLM programs. The authors researched the 
number of doctoral faculty needed to fill current and future FLM positions. Open-ended 
questions included the number of current full-time and part-time faculty, the number of 
current full-time faculty with doctoral degrees, the likelihood of hiring full-time faculty 
possessing doctorates, the number of new hires anticipated in the next 5 years, the likelihood 
current faculty would pursue doctorate degrees, and the fields of specialization of current 
doctoral faculty. Based on findings from 82 useable surveys, a response rate of 65%, 33 
13
directors would hire replacements with doctorates, and 27 directors would grant leaves of 
absence to faculty members seeking doctoral degrees. The authors concluded that a demand 
exists for faculty possessing doctoral degrees in FLM. Based on their research study, they 
stated that higher education administrators should offer encouragement and support to faculty 
members earning doctoral degrees in FLM due to the evolving market for these graduates.  
Knowledge and skills necessary for graduates of FLM doctoral programs identified 
by Riegel (1987) included general industry knowledge, hospitality administration, 
specialization areas, application specialties, research skills, and the skills and tools 
component (art of teaching and communication). He encouraged discussion of doctoral 
degree requirements in FLM to enhance future credibility and increase awareness of the need 
for FLM doctoral programs.   
Fenich (1988) stated that FLM doctoral programs are apt to be successful if support is 
gained from faculty and administration. The researcher mailed questionnaires to a stratified 
sample of 298 FLM educators and administrators of 4-year institutions offering degrees in 
FLM to measure administrative support for faculty who wish to pursue doctoral degrees. The 
questionnaire included three areas: program and faculty information, institutional support for 
professional development of faculty, and respondent’s attitude toward the amount of 
administrative support given in pursuing terminal degrees. Based on 98 useable surveys, a 
response rate of 33%, 73 respondents stated their institution offered scholarship money, 32 
offered tuition reimbursement, and 23 granted release time if a faculty member desired to 
earn a doctoral degree. However, 39 respondents stated that additional salary increases would 
not be given for earned doctoral degrees. The researcher concluded that if there was to be an 
14
increase in the number of doctoral faculty in FLM, more encouragement and support needed 
to be forthcoming from FLM program administrators.   
Rappole (2000) conducted a study of the chronological development, enrollment 
patterns, and education models that provided a comparative analysis of master’s and doctoral 
FLM programs. Completed questionnaires from FLM program administrators of 149 U.S. 
higher education institutions were analyzed to determine growth patterns of FLM programs. 
Results showed student enrollment numbers in master’s programs were higher than in 
doctoral programs and that traditional on-campus doctoral program formats were not meeting 
needs of prospective doctoral students. Rappole (2000) suggested administrators of higher 
education institutions should consider offering alternative delivery doctoral programs in 
addition to existing traditional doctoral programs to increase enrollment of doctoral students 
in FLM programs. The author concluded that FLM graduate programs were relatively new, 
so the master’s and doctoral programs needed time to foster new growth.   
Moreover, Barrows and Bosselman (1999) suggested the dramatic growth in the 
numbers of undergraduate FLM programs coupled with increased student enrollment has 
resulted in the need to increase the number of FLM faculty with doctoral degrees to fill 
newly created faculty positions. Higher education administrators of FLM programs have 
been requiring vacant faculty positions be filled by individuals with doctoral degrees; thus, 
the importance of doctoral programs has been increasing. They further suggested that 
administrators of higher education institutions may want to consider alternative delivery 
doctoral programs to increase the number of potential graduate students. 
Rajgopal et al. (2001) explained that earning a doctoral degree in FLM may be 
difficult to achieve for some higher education faculty and hospitality industry professionals 
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due to traditional on-campus course and residency requirements. Faculty and industry 
professionals have difficulty uprooting their families and obtaining extended leaves of 
absence to live as graduate students on campus for an extended period of time. The authors 
believed that administrators of U.S. colleges and universities need to develop flexible 
doctoral programs in FLM using alternate delivery formats. 
Prospective doctoral students in FLM would have new opportunities if administrators 
of higher education institutions considered offering alternative delivery formats as extensions 
to existing traditional doctoral programs. Administrators of higher education institutions 
might want to explore and consider creative trends in designing doctoral degree programs 
(Iwamoto, 2004). 
Administrators of higher education institutions have expanded into the realm of 
graduate distance education courses and programs to meet needs of a diverse graduate 
student population. The increase in the number of undergraduate and graduate distance 
education courses and program offerings has been attributed to specialization of knowledge 
due in part to instructional technology (Verduin & Clark, 1991).   
Graduate Distance Education 
 The 1990s witnessed dramatic changes in how people live, work, and learn. Although 
many forces were at work, one prevailing common denominator of these changes was global 
information and communications technology in higher education (Spivak & Chernish, 1999). 
Administrators of higher education institutions have been exploring opportunities of distance 
education programs and alternative delivery programs to meet the evolving needs of colleges, 
universities, and student populations. 
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Higher education institutions offering traditional graduate programs have not been 
immune from market forces, technological innovation, and an emerging globalization of 
access and resources (Shapiro & Levine, 1999). Societal demands in the 21st century have 
created unique challenges for administrators of higher education institutions that offer 
traditional graduate programs. The diversity of American higher education is unequaled in 
the world. Higher education enrollments now include large numbers of older, married 
individuals, many of them parents, with limited means (National Commission on the Cost of 
Higher Education, 1998). Students must consider tuition costs, supplies, and room and board 
when deciding if their desire to obtain graduate education is feasible. The average cumulative 
cost factor of a traditional doctoral program is $36, 917. Thus, these students may need to 
explore cost effective approaches in pursuing a doctoral degree (Kantrowitz, 2007). Hence, a 
new population of adults seeking alternative ways to complete graduate degrees has emerged 
(Meyer, 2004).  
Administrators of colleges and universities have responded to both external and 
internal forces to meet challenges facing the higher education community. Traditional models 
of higher education are no longer sufficient to respond to society’s needs because of the 
changing demographics of college students. Distance education for college credit was one 
alternative to traditional on-campus instruction (Shapiro & Levine, 1999).   
Verduin and Clark (1991) defined distance education as a formal approach to learning 
in which a majority of instruction occurs while educator and learner are in separate locations. 
Advancements in telecommunications and rapid growth in distance education programs have 
led to a formal definition of distance education as being the acquisition of knowledge and 
skills through mediated information and instruction, encompassing all technologies and other 
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forms of learning at a distance (United States Distance Learning Association, 1998). Distance 
education has relied upon the premise that effective learning will take place given 
appropriate instruction combined with the student’s personal discipline and motivation to 
work independently (Hesser & Kontos, 1997).  
Nof and Hill (2005) stated many college and university administrators have been 
challenged to provide greater access to graduate education opportunities within the context of 
flat or declining appropriations and revenues for graduate education. Administrators of 
higher education institutions also have been competing for a declining traditional graduate 
student supply and have sought new ways to make graduate degree programs more attractive 
to more students. In response to this need, alternative delivery program models have been 
developed using forms of distance education (Meyer, 2004).  
Hence, distance education technology has changed methods used by university and 
college administrators when offering courses and programs. This integration of 
telecommunications technologies into a distance teaching and learning process has reflected 
a shift in the classroom-based paradigm that educators have used for many years: The level 
of knowledge obtained has been advanced, focused, and scholarly and graduates have 
provided intellectual leadership in society (Iwamoto, 2004). 
A study conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics ([NCES], 1999) 
reported 50% of higher education institutions now offer courses at a distance. Individuals 
have gained access to knowledge and learned in new and different ways due to the Internet. 
Distance education has enabled administrators of higher education institutions to address an 
educational challenge and bring learning to students instead of bringing students to learning 
institutions. Distance learning formats have allowed the creation of learning-centered 
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communities that defy constraints of time and distance. More institutions have been projected 
to offer undergraduate and graduate courses using distance education in the future. 
Access to knowledge and academic degree programs has now become easier to obtain 
(Kerrey & Isakson, 2000). As one form of nontraditional education, distance education has 
attracted adult learners (Moore, 1985). These learners have played a variety of roles in their 
lives related to occupation, family, and the community (Cross, 1981). Adult learners may 
have found the combination of these roles coupled with desire for educational advancement 
an unworkable process. Higher education institution administrators have recognized adult 
learners’ desires to further their education while maintaining their current working 
conditions. Adult learners have decided to pursue graduate education programs for various 
reasons, such as the degrees offered, prerequisites, required courses, program quality, 
geographic location, financial feasibility, residency requirements, and delivery format 
(University of Phoenix, 2006).  
Administrators in higher education institutions offer graduate programs for different 
reasons including overall mission, economic conditions, and student demand (Nof & Hill, 
2005). Overall, the diversity of academic courses and programs offered through distance 
education has continued to increase. Verduin and Clark (1991) stated courses and academic 
programs offered through distance education have become a worldwide phenomenon. The 
authors categorized higher education institutions that offer undergraduate distance education 
courses and programs. The categories included institutions that offer credit courses through 
examination only, autonomous distance teaching institutions, institutions that offer credit via 
extension or continuing education, and institutions in which external studies duplicate the 
work of on-campus departments.   
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A common objective of higher education administrators has been to develop graduate 
education programs that provide greater access in an “anywhere” format to reach the widest 
possible audience (Schott et al., 2003). If administrators and faculty members of higher 
education institutions are to develop an alternative delivery graduate program format, they 
would need to be responsive to potential students’ full-time professional commitments and 
the distance and travel time involved in taking courses on a university campus (Davies, 
1997). Courses in graduate programs offered electronically have both supported and 
extended the roles of educational institutions and have become integral parts of student 
accessibility to graduate programs (Western Cooperative for Educational 
Telecommunications, 2006). 
As the popularity of distance education increases, the number of programs available 
in nontraditional formats at many of today’s colleges and universities likewise has increased. 
The expansion of distance education offers many benefits and advantages for nontraditional 
students wishing to advance their education. Distance education has continued to evolve as a 
teaching medium, and advances in technology have created many different delivery methods 
for educational advancement (Mariger & Miller, 1999)  
Several academic degrees in FCSEd and FLM are offered through distance education. 
Colorado State University, Kansas State University, Michigan State University, the 
University of Missouri, Montana State University, the University of Nebraska, North Dakota 
State University, Oklahoma State University, and South Dakota State University offer 
FCSEd distance education degrees (“Family and Consumer Sciences Education,” 2006). 
Colleges and universities offering online degrees in FLM include The Art Institute, Ashford 
University, Ellis College of New York Institute of Technology, the University of 
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Massachusetts, and the University of Delaware. The University of Nevada-Las Vegas also 
offers an online master’s degree in FLM (“Hotel and Hospitality Management Online 
Degrees,” 2006).  
 Two universities offer FCSEd doctoral programs coupled with distance education. 
The College of Human Sciences at Texas Tech University offers a doctoral level program in 
FCSEd utilizing distance education. The alternative delivery doctoral program was 
developed in response for the need to increase the supply of FCSEd educators. This need was 
documented by historical data that showed dramatic declines in the number of FCSEd 
graduate programs, the number of individuals completing these programs, and FCS educator 
shortages (Texas Tech University, 2006).  
 The FCSEd faculty within the Department of Apparel, Educational Studies, and 
Hospitality Management (AESHM) at ISU developed a distance education program to attract 
FCS working professionals by offering alternative delivery graduate degree programs in 
FCSEd. These programs serve as an applied research arm to prepare educators and extension 
personnel. The FCSEd alternative delivery graduate programs increase the knowledge base in 
the field through research and prepare professionals to become leaders in creating societal 
changes (Family and Consumer Sciences Education and Studies Library Collection 
Development Policy, 2003). 
Alternative Delivery Doctoral Programs 
During the 1990s, growth was rapid in the number of graduate education programs 
that were time- and place-independent (Nof & Hill, 2005). Iwamoto (2004) stated 
administrators of higher education institutions offering doctoral programs needed to explore 
and consider creative trends in designing degree programs that maintained rigor but were 
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flexible to accommodate nontraditional doctoral students. Thus, distance education methods 
have gained notable acceptance as alternatives or enhancements to traditional classroom 
education in graduate programs. A goal of doctoral education is to develop students’ abilities 
to conduct advanced levels of research within the academic community where students earn 
doctoral degrees generally within a time frame of 7 to 8 years. Hence, administrators of 
traditional doctoral programs interested in attracting more students might increase doctoral 
student enrollment if they explore alternative delivery formats.   
The number of courses and degrees offered by distance education has varied among 
colleges and universities offering doctoral programs. Some doctorate degrees are offered 
entirely online without any residency requirements. Moreover, others are offered as a 
combination of online course instruction and on-campus residency requirements. Degree 
completion times vary from university to university and individual to individual (Nova 
Southeastern University, 2006).   
 Moxley and Maes (2003) stated academic deans of several universities offering 
graduate programs in FCS and FCSEd disciplines collaborated and created the Great Plains 
Interactive Distance Education Alliance for the Human Sciences (Great Plains IDEA) in 
1994. Members of the Great Plains IDEA include Colorado State University, ISU, Kansas 
State University, Michigan State University, Montana Sate University, the University of 
Nebraska, North Dakota State University, Oklahoma State University, South Dakota State 
University, and Texas Tech University. The main focus of the Great Plains IDEA is to give 
graduate students access to multi-institutional, graduate-level academic programs featuring 
graduate programs in FCSEd, clothing and textiles, dietetics, and FLM. The Great Plains 
IDEA meets the FCSEd disciplinary need for graduate programs that no one institution could 
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meet because of decreased student enrollment and inability of faculty members to implement 
new distance education programs. The Great Plains IDEA positively impacted graduate 
student enrollment and decreased program expenditures in FCS and FCSEd. 
Tesone and Ricci (2001) described one viable alternative doctoral program model that 
might be used as a Web-based, e-education program combined with modified residency 
requirements. This educational model provides for 6 days of intensive on-campus instruction 
during fall and spring semesters, with a 2-week, on-campus session during the summer term. 
During the remaining months of the year, doctoral students complete courses through 
interactive online formats. Doctoral students might enroll in as many as four courses per 
year, with 1 week of residency and 3 months of continuous instruction per course.  
Walden University offers doctoral degrees entirely through distance education in 
seven different disciplines: education, applied management, health services, human services, 
public health, professional psychology, and public policy (Walden University, 2006). 
Kennedy-Western University also offers a selection of self-paced, distance learning doctoral 
degrees designed to allow career professionals to earn degrees on their own time in 
international business, health administration, computer science, environmental engineering, 
general engineering, and information systems (Kennedy-Western University, 2006).   
In addition, Capella University offers 20 different online doctoral degrees with all 
new students completing a Learner Success Lab designed to provide skills needed to be 
successful in their online degree programs. Residential colloquia are synchronized in several 
cities to offer face-to-face interaction between faculty and students regarding research 
feedback (Capella University, 2006). Above all, the University of Phoenix has become the 
nation’s largest online university offering a variety of doctoral degrees. Every aspect of the 
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doctoral degrees is online, with all interactions being conducted through email and 
newsgroups. A doctorate degree can be earned in business administration, educational 
leadership, health administration, or organizational leadership (University of Phoenix, 2006).   
The School of Computer Science and Information Systems of Pace University offers 
an innovative doctoral program using a team approach to both teaching and learning that 
addresses the inflexibility of traditional doctoral programs for currently employed, integrated 
technology professionals. Program coursework is combined with distance learning modules 
that permit students to complete program requirements within 4 years. This alternative 
delivery doctoral format enables full-time working professionals with families to receive 
doctoral degrees (Merritt et al., 1999). 
Furthermore, Davies and Quick (2001) described an alternative delivery doctoral 
program offered at Colorado State University that assists faculty members and administrators 
employed at the state’s community colleges by offering an alternative delivery doctoral 
program in community college leadership. Different learning modalities incorporating 
physical, face-to-face experiences; two-way compressed video activities; and online Internet 
and telephone bridge exchanges are blended to attract and retain lifelong learners. Doctoral 
students attend faculty-student meetings on campus the first Friday of every semester to 
discuss upcoming semester course requirements. With minimal time spent on campus, the 
program enables working professionals to maintain professional positions while pursuing 
doctoral degrees. Program administrators suggest that traditional doctoral program 
administrators interested in attracting more students might increase enrollment if they 
explored this type of alternative delivery format. 
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The University of Utah offers an alternative delivery doctoral program for a degree in 
social work. In June 2000, an alternative delivery doctoral format began to be offered in a 
summer intensive Technology E-Doctorate (TED). The doctoral program balances theory-
driven research with strong conceptual and analytical skills. Program requirements and 
coursework are designed for students to complete the program in 3 to 5 years. Social 
workers, who have limited opportunities for doctoral education in their fields, enroll in three 
consecutive in-residence summers. The summer term comprises 6-week courses that meet 
residency requirements (University of Utah, 2005).  
Texas A&M University and Texas Tech University developed and delivered the first 
doctoral degree in agricultural education offered entirely through distance learning, Doc-at-a-
Distance, in response to the changing landscape of higher education. This joint degree 
doctoral program offers courses through the use of WebCT, interactive television, the 
Internet, and occasional face-to-face seminars (Lindner, Dooley, & Kelsey, 2002).  
Nof and Hill (2005) explored the design, implementation, and outcomes of an 
alternative delivery doctoral program in physical therapy offered at Nova Southeastern 
University. The authors developed a program model to enhance opportunities for physical 
therapists to earn physical therapy doctoral degrees while maintaining their current 
professional positions. The program consists of two 5-month semesters per year. Doctoral 
students satisfy residency requirements by being on campus during the middle of each 
semester for 2 days.   
The Department of AESHM at ISU responded to the need for accessible doctoral 
programs in FLM and FCSEd by offering doctoral degrees in alternative delivery formats 
called leadership academies. The CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academies are extensions of 
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traditional on-campus doctoral programs and are designed to accommodate and attract 
industry, education, and non-profit organizational professionals. The leadership academy 
format offers doctoral students a living/learning community combined with an alternative 
delivery approach to doctoral education. Doctoral students in both programs are either 
housed near each other in apartment complexes or together in a sorority/fraternity house 
creating living/learning communities (Iowa State University, 2005).  
The leadership academy format includes 3 weeks of on-campus instruction for two 
consecutive summers. FCSEd Leadership Academy doctoral students’ are instructed by 
visiting professors and complete one course each of 3 weeks.  However, CNP Leadership 
Academy doctoral courses are instructed by ISU resident faculty and are completed over the 
3 week period. During fall and spring semesters, doctoral students are required to take a 
minimum of three credit hours per semester through distance learning from ISU. To meet 
residency requirements, doctoral students complete 24 credit hours consisting of 9 credit 
hours during the first summer, 3 credit hours in both fall and spring semesters, and 9 credit 
hours in the second summer (Iowa State University, 2005).     
The FCSEd Leadership Academy was implemented at ISU in July 2002 to address 
the declining availability of graduate education in FCSEd. An FCSEd faculty member 
conceptualized a model and together with additional ISU FCSEd faculty members conducted 
a needs assessment to determine ways to address this national problem. Respondents 
supported an innovative doctoral program format to increase human capital in FCSEd. 
Overall goals of the alternative delivery doctoral program are designed to meet students’ 
desires to continue their education, establish a network of national and international 
professionals in FCS, and conduct research to promote the profession. The curriculum is 
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centered on the reflective human action model to develop leaders within the field of FCSEd. 
Each course addresses a concept or theory of application involved with leadership in the 
industry. Instruction is a combination of distance education with on-campus course 
requirements. FCSEd faculty as well as visiting professors, with internationally distinguished 
and varied leadership roles within the profession, mentor students and instruct courses 
offered during summer sessions. The FCSEd Leadership Academy is a response to society’s 
need for accessible doctoral programs and offers a way to fill the void of FCS educators 
needed within the profession (Gentzler, Hausafus, Keino, & Kruempel, 2005). 
Due to the positive response of faculty and increased FCSEd graduate student 
enrollment, the graduate director of FLM explored the development of a doctoral leadership 
academy in FLM and child nutrition. The CNP Leadership Academy program began to be 
offered in June 2004 through ISU Continuing Education to meet needs of school foodservice 
directors (“New Child Nutrition,” 2004).   
The CNP Leadership Academy is the first program of its kind in FLM designed to 
meet needs of professionals employed in child nutrition and school foodservice. Program 
goals include the advancement of knowledge and research related to child nutrition 
professionals (“New Child Nutrition,” 2004). The leadership academy offers curriculum and 
networking opportunities for graduate students and faculty involved in the child nutrition 
field. School foodservice directors who enroll in the program enhance the knowledge base of 
the child nutrition profession and strengthen their voices as members of primary and 
secondary educational teams (Fitzgerald, 2006). 
 Developing doctoral programs has required considerable planning, organizing, and 
evaluating to determine effective implementation processes. The purpose of this study is to 
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describe the emergence, development, and implementation, and evaluate the alternative 
delivery doctoral programs in the CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academies at ISU. The 
effectiveness of doctoral degrees offered through alternative delivery formats, specifically a 
leadership academy, is determined. A doctoral leadership academy model using face-to-face 
experiences, video conferencing, Internet exchanges through electronic mail, discussion 
boards, chat rooms, distance learning, and alternative residency requirements could allow 
potential doctoral students opportunities to earn graduate degrees in FLM and FCSEd.  
Limited interaction might occur between faculty and students due to distance 
education undergraduate and graduate programs. With the growth in popularity of 
undergraduate and graduate distance education courses and programs, a need has developed 
for new models, methods, and environments that support collaborative learner-centered 
experiences (Montgomery & Little, 1997). A living/learning community might meet the need 
for increased interaction among college and university students and faculty. 
Living/Learning Communities 
 Traditional models of higher education are no longer sufficient to respond to society’s 
needs due to the changing demographics of student populations. Montgomery and Little 
(1997) noted benefits of interactions that naturally and inevitably occur as a result of face-to-
face classes have been diminished due to increased numbers of distance education courses 
and programs.  
Administrators of higher education institutions have recognized the need for 
increased student interaction within their departments. Thus, university-wide initiatives have 
been instituted to enhance learner-centered experiences. One such initiative is a 
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living/learning community created when students and faculty are segregated into subgroups 
within university or college campuses (Montgomery & Little, 1997).  
 Characteristics of living/learning communities include academic and social networks, 
faculty-student relationships, and a common place of residence designed to provide students 
with an opportunity to connect with peers with similar academic goals to enhance learner-
centered experiences (MacGregor, Smith, Matthews, & Gabelnick, 1997; Shapiro & Levine, 
1999). Goals emerge as a practical, pedagogically sound concept for addressing the need for 
greater student involvement in the learning process and represent dynamic, focused 
communities in which students, staff, and faculty learn and grow together (Montgomery & 
Little, 1997).  
 Shapiro and Levine (1999) stated that once a living/learning community is 
established, the focus must shift to an analysis involving evaluation and assessment related to 
positive or negative factors attributed to this type of higher education institutional 
environment. Factors based on students’ experiences, including social/intellectual 
development, retention, academic achievement, transition to college, and satisfaction levels 
with academic programs, should be gathered and analyzed. Based on this analysis, a 
determination might be made regarding overall advantages and disadvantages of existing 
living/learning communities. 
 The FLM and FCSEd alternative delivery doctoral programs at ISU offer 
living/learning communities. FCSEd Leadership Academy students live together in a sorority 
house. This living/learning community allows students to participate in group study sessions 
and to dine together with FCSEd faculty. The CNP Leadership Academy students lived 
together in the sorority house the first year. However, students were dissatisfied with this 
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living/learning community and requested apartment-like suites with 2-4 students per unit for 
subsequent years. Students completed their studies on a more individual basis. Thus, this 
living/learning community decreased the amount of group studying. Additionally, CNP 
students did not dine together as one group. 
The positive and negative aspects of the alternative delivery doctoral programs and 
living/learning communities in the AESHM department at ISU may be revealed as the result 
of an assessment. An ecosystem model for program evaluation is recommended in the 
exploration and assessment of the alternative delivery doctoral programs and living/learning 
communities (Sergent & Sedlacek, 1989).  
Ecosystem Model for Program Evaluation 
Aulepp and Delworth (1976) defined an ecosystem model approach as an exploration 
of the interaction that occurs between people and their environments. The ecosystem 
perspective encourages several distinct types of activities, including research on student-
college interactions and outcomes and the development of programs to meet student needs. 
The authors stated that researchers tested the ecosystem model at three college campuses to 
evaluate and refine the process for reliability and validity. 
An ecosystem model may be applied at a macro level involving the entire ISU 
campus community or at the micro level involving campus community subgroups. For the 
purpose of this research study, the CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academy will be evaluated 
on the micro level as academic programs within the ISU academic community. Respondents’ 
perceptions of the FLM or FCSEd alternative delivery doctoral programs and living/learning 
communities are analyzed using this model to determine the impact on both educational and 
personal growth among doctoral students. Assessing the alternative delivery doctoral 
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programs and living/learning communities in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy using 
an ecosystem model may determine functional and dysfunctional characteristics of the 
programs.   
The ecosystem approach was designed to form a partnership between faculty and 
students and consists of the development of a two-phase questionnaire. An environmental 
referent (ER) form, originally designed by Delworth, and Aulepp (1976), was revised 
through the Western Interstate Commission on Higher Education (WICHE). The ecosystem 
model application may be adapted and used in tandem with questionnaires. The first phase 
consists of several sections containing a series of forced choice items designed to obtain the 
necessary information regarding the environment and student behavior within the 
environment and living/learning community. Phase II contains the ER form that asks 
respondents to comment about why they had favorable or unfavorable perceptions related to 
the statements and what should be retained or changed regarding the leadership academies 
and living/learning communities. 
Aulepp and Delworth (1976) stated that by incorporating closed-ended and open-
ended questions in the research instruments, the data analysis is considered to be an 
ecosystem model using a two-phase assessment. The condition, policy, program, or physical 
property discussed becomes the ERs for model design purposes. The ERs are designed to 
provide specific, concrete, source-of-impact data about situations or perceptions identified as 
particularly important in either a positive or negative sense. Respondents answer Phase I 
questions and then supply Phase II ER information on a form designed for this purpose. By 
using an ecosystem model approach that analyzes ER data, items that are appropriate and 
working well will be revealed. The ER form allows respondents to offer descriptions of what 
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is occurring in the environment and/or living/learning community that produces their 
perceptions, thus providing ERs. 
Ecosystem Design Assumptions 
 The concept of “campus ecology” was introduced by Banning (1985) who suggested 
an ecosystem approach be used when attempting to analyze students within campus 
environments and/or learning communities. Administrators of higher education institutions 
who have tailored academic programs to meet student needs and desire to assess student 
perceptions would benefit from an ecosystem model (Sergent & Sedlacek, 1989). To analyze 
an academic program within a campus environment using the implementation of an 
ecosystem design model, researchers must adhere to the following essential assumptions 
(Banning, 1985): 
1. The campus environment and/or learning community consists of all the stimuli that 
impinge upon the students’ and faculty members’ sensory modalities and includes 
physical, chemical, biological, and social stimuli. 
2. A transactional relationship exists between students and their campus environment, 
including faculty, staff, and administration. 
3. Students and faculty are viewed as active, choice-making agents who may resist,
 transform, or nullify learning community influences. 
4. Each student and faculty possesses the capacity for a wide spectrum of possible 
behaviors. 
5. Students will attempt to cope with any educational learning community in which they are 
placed. If the learning community is not compatible with students, students may react 
negatively or fail to develop positive perceptions. 
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6. Every learning community has a design that is useful for analysis of existing campus 
programs and learning communities. 
7. Successful program design is dependent upon participation of all departmental members, 
including, students, faculty, staff, and administration 
Summary 
 In the past century and a half, doctoral education has established itself as a permanent 
and essential part of the American educational landscape (Nettles & Millet, 2006). Despite 
this growth, doctoral program enrollments have continued to remain low due to limited 
accessibility by adult learners. Numerous researchers have recommended that administrators 
of institutions of higher education should explore alternative delivery doctoral programs to 
attract wider audiences. Colleges and universities, including ISU, have responded to the 
current need for accessible doctoral education. Alternative delivery doctoral programs might 
fill a void in higher education. Thus, more emphasis should be placed on the feasibility, 
design, and delivery of doctoral programs to meet needs of adult learners. The CNP and 
FCSEd Leadership Academies in the ASESHM department at ISU should be assessed to 
determine the effectiveness of alternative delivery doctoral programs. An ecosystem model 
for program evaluation is recommended for a comprehensive assessment. Therefore, the 
purpose of this study is to describe the emergence, development, and implementation, and 
evaluate the alternative delivery doctoral programs in the CNP and FCSEd Leadership 
Academies at ISU. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 This chapter explains research methods that were used in conducting the assessment 
of the CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academies in the AESHM Department at ISU. The 
purpose of this study was to describe the emergence, development, and implementation, and 
evaluate the alternative delivery doctoral programs in the CNP and FCSEd Leadership 
Academies at ISU. In addition, this study determined if the alternative delivery doctoral 
program is an effective tool for doctoral education based upon student and faculty 
perceptions. Research methods included assessments of program characteristics and 
questionnaires to answer specific questions of the study. Research questions, questionnaire 
development, use of human subjects in research, pilot study, population selection, data 
collection, and data analysis are described.   
Research Questions 
Research questions included: 
1. What are the sociodemographic traits of students and faculty involved in the CNP or 
FCSEd Leadership Academy? 
2. What factors encourage students to participate in the FLM or FCSEd alternative delivery 
doctoral program? 
3. Are alternative delivery doctoral programs in FLM and FCSEd perceived as a means of 
attracting prospective graduate students? 
4. Are alternative delivery graduate programs in FLM and FCSEd viewed as exhibiting 
attributes of strength and opportunities, with limited weaknesses and threats? 
5. Do living/learning communities in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy have a 
positive impact on students’ perceptions of an academy format? 
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6. Are alternative delivery graduate programs in FLM and FCSEd economically feasible 
alternatives to traditional doctoral education based on student expenditures? 
7. What are the positive and negative aspects of an alternative delivery doctoral program as 
considered by students and faculty involved in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy? 
Overview of Methods 
 Assessments were made to determine the effectiveness of an alternative delivery 
format. Meetings with the former FLM graduate program director and the former AESHM 
department chairperson occurred to ascertain operational characteristics and perceptions of 
the CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academies. Questionnaires were used to collect data from 
current CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy graduate students, graduates of the CNP or 
FCSEd Leadership Academy, and FLM or FCSEd faculty to assess opinions, perceptions, 
and attitudes related to their respective doctoral leadership academies.  
For the purpose of this research study, two separate questionnaires were administered. 
The development of the first questionnaire was based on a questionnaire used by Anderson 
and Swazey (1998). Their questionnaire was modified from one developed by the Acadia 
Institute. The researcher, who was part of the CNP Leadership Academy, modified the 
questionnaire to contain statements that examined reflections of student experiences 
specifically within the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy. The second was a modified 
form of that same questionnaire that was administered to examine faculty experiences 
specifically within the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy. The researcher adapted the 
Acadia Institute questionnaire to solicit information about leadership academy experiences 
involving perceptions of leadership academy; doctoral coursework; perceived strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) to leadership academy formats; impacts of 
35
living/learning communities; and respondents’ sociodemographic information. The student 
questionnaire included additional sections containing statements about factors for enrolling 
and students’ financial aspects. A section involving statements to determine the amount of 
faculty involvement was included in the faculty questionnaire. An ecosystem model approach 
was used to evaluate open-ended participant responses to both questionnaires. 
Questionnaire Development 
 The CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academy graduate student/graduate (student) 
questionnaire and the FLM and FCSEd faculty member/visiting professor (faculty) 
questionnaires were designed to assess the effectiveness of the CNP and FCSEd Leadership 
Academies using an ecosystem model approach. The questionnaires were adapted from the 
Acadia Institute and additional questions/statements based on responses from administrator 
informational meetings were included. Student and faculty questionnaires were designed 
during fall 2006.  
In using the ecosystem model approach, the model becomes a tool for the creation of 
campus environments and alternative delivery doctoral programs that can foster both 
educational and personal growth among students and faculty. An effort was made to assess 
the alternative delivery doctoral program in relationship to the students and the faculty. The 
model was designed to eliminate dysfunctional features, those that are not working, of the 
leadership academies and to incorporate features that facilitate student and faculty academic 
and personal growth. Attention was brought to the importance of the campus environment 
and the role it plays in the student and faculty experience. The perceptions of the students 
and faculty involved in the leadership academies will aid in determining the favorable and 
unfavorable aspects concerning alternative delivery doctoral education. This approach is 
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likely to offer positive results because students and faculty comments suggest ideas for 
improving the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy and living/learning communities. 
Administrator Informational Meetings 
 Administrator informational meetings took place during summer 2006 at ISU. The 
researcher met with the former AESHM department chairperson and the former FLM 
graduate program director to acquire information concerning operational characteristics of 
the CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academies and ensure content validity (Appendix A). These 
informational meetings began with an explanation of purpose. The questions centered on the 
emergence, development, and implementation of the leadership academy formats at ISU.  
Conversations with participants were guided rather than casual. Permission was granted by 
each participant for audio taping the interviews. Handwritten notes also were taken during 
the meetings. Information gained from respondents’ comments to questions was used in 
questionnaire development. 
CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academy Student Questionnaire 
The student questionnaire contained two phases based on the ecosystem design 
model. Phase I was comprised of eight sections containing statements to assess student 
perceptions involving alternative delivery doctoral program characteristics. Statements 
related to alternative delivery doctoral programs included (a) perceptions of the current 
leadership academy; (b) perceptions of the current doctoral program; (c) factors influencing 
the decision to enroll in a doctoral program at ISU; (d) factors influencing the decision to 
enroll in an alternative delivery doctoral program; (e) living/learning community; (f) 
strength, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the program; (g) financial aspects of the 
program; and (h) students’ sociodemographic traits. Students were asked to respond to each 
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statement using a 5-point Likert-type scale. Responses were coded from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree), with a not applicable choice provided. Phase II contained the ER form 
that asked students to select five statements from the questionnaire and to comment about 
why they had favorable or unfavorable perceptions related to the five statements and what 
should be retained or changed regarding the leadership academies and living/learning 
communities. 
FLM and FCSEd Faculty Questionnaire 
A two-phase questionnaire based on an ecosystem design model was developed for 
faculty in FLM and FCSEd. Phase I was comprised of three sections containing statements to 
determine the amount of faculty involvement in the leadership academies. Faculty were 
asked to indicate, using a 5-point Likert-type scale, how much they agreed or disagreed with 
statements pertaining to: (a) their perceptions of current leadership academies; (b) doctoral 
coursework; and (c) strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats faced by the leadership 
academies. Responses were coded from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with a 
not applicable choice provided. The last section determined faculty members’ 
sociodemographic traits. Phase II contained the ER form that asked faculty to select five 
statements in the questionnaire and to comment about why they had favorable or unfavorable 
perceptions related to the five statements and what should be retained or changed regarding 
the leadership academies and living/learning communities. 
Use of Human Subjects in Research 
 The Human Subjects Review Board at ISU reviewed and approved the protocol and 
questionnaires. The researcher completed human subjects training and has been certified by 
ISU. The ISU Human Subjects Review Board ensured that the rights and welfare of human 
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subjects were protected adequately, participants were not exposed to risk or discomfort, 
cover letters to study participants adequately stated the research purpose, and confidentiality 
was guaranteed (Appendix B). 
Pilot Test 
Questionnaires were pilot tested during spring 2007. Pilot study participants received 
research study notification 1 week prior to receiving electronic questionnaires. The purpose 
of the study and importance of participation was described. An email was sent 1 week after 
delivery of the questionnaires as follow-up.  
Current traditional on-campus doctoral students in FLM and FCSEd who were not 
students in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy (n = 13) were invited to participate in 
the student pilot study. Textile and clothing faculty in AESHM (n = 14) were invited to 
participate in the faculty questionnaire pilot study. Pilot study respondents were asked to 
document the time required to complete the questionnaire. The pilot test questionnaires also 
contained space for respondents to include comments on statements that seemed ambiguous, 
statements that seemed irrelevant, technical problems with electronic questionnaire, and ease 
of understanding and following instructions for assessment procedures. Respondent 
completion time was 30 minutes. Statements were revised or eliminated as a result of the 
pilot study.  
Population Selection 
 The populations for this study were doctoral students and faculty in the CNP or 
FCSEd Leadership Academy at ISU. Although the FCSEd Leadership Academy includes 
masters and doctoral students, only the doctoral students were included in the population. 
One target population included current graduate students and doctoral graduates (students) of 
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the CNP Leadership Academy (n = 22) and FCSEd Leadership Academies (n = 43). A 
second target population included faculty members/visiting professors and administrators 
(faculty) in FLM (n = 9) and FCSEd (n = 17) at ISU. 
Data Collection 
 Final versions of the student and faculty questionnaires (Appendix C) were emailed to 
participants during spring 2007. Notification of the research study purpose and importance of 
participation was emailed 1 week prior to distribution of the questionnaires. Cover letters 
explained the purpose of the study, voluntary participation, and ensured confidentiality. 
Participants were given completion instructions and hyperlink access to the electronic 
questionnaire. Responses were not connected to email addresses, thus anonymity was 
guaranteed. In appreciation for participation, two $50 cash prizes were given to participants 
selected in a random drawing. Follow-up emails were sent at 1-week, 2-week, and 3-week 
intervals to increase the response rate (Appendix C). Further, a telephone call was placed to a 
FLM faculty member who no longer is part of the ISU email system. 
Data Analysis 
 Data collected from questionnaires were analyzed using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 15.0. Quantitative and qualitative procedures were used 
to analyze data because both close-ended and open-ended items were used in the instruments. 
Descriptive statistics included frequency distributions, means, and standard deviations for 
each of the statements. Cases with missing items and not applicable responses were deleted. 
Statements that showed a multidimensional structure were eliminated from analysis to 
increase reliability coefficients. Overall, Cronbach’s alpha for student and faculty 
questionnaires were .79 and .52, respectively. 
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Questionnaire statements related to strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats 
(SWOT) were included and analyzed based on general guidelines for SWOT analysis. A 
SWOT analysis provides information that is helpful in matching an organization’s resources 
and capabilities to the competitive environment in which it operates. Strengths were 
determined to be the alternative delivery format’s resources and capabilities that can be used 
as a basis for developing a competitive advantage. Weaknesses were viewed as the absence 
of certain strengths. Opportunities are external environmental aspects that may reveal ideas 
for profit and growth. Threats are changes in the external environment that present negative 
attributes (Armstrong & Kotler, 2002). 
 Respondents’ comments to open-ended statements found on the ER form in Phase II 
of each questionnaire were visually analyzed. An ER count was performed to tally the 
number of ER responses received per statement contained in each questionnaire. The tallies 
were assembled and an ER summary chart was compiled to depict number of ER responses 
per statement in each questionnaire. A document analysis was performed based on 
respondents’ comments to open-ended statements. Verifications were completed to ensure 
content of respondents’ comments accurately corresponded with statements selected by 
respondents. Comments that did not correspond were eliminated. Valid comments were 
categorized based on sections of questionnaires and organized based on statement content. 
ER comments were documented for each questionnaire and emerging themes were revealed.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to describe the emergence, development, and 
implementation, and evaluate the alternative delivery doctoral programs in the CNP and 
FCSEd Leadership Academies at ISU. The study determined the effectiveness of the 
alternative delivery format in doctoral education. 
Data related to the research objectives are presented in this chapter. Data are 
organized based on the two questionnaires. Each questionnaire utilized an ecosystem design 
model with a two-phase assessment technique. 
Research Questions 
1. What are the sociodemographic traits of students and faculty involved in the CNP or 
FCSEd Leadership Academy? 
2. What factors encourage students to participate in the FLM or FCSEd alternative delivery 
doctoral program? 
3. Are alternative delivery doctoral programs in FLM and FCSEd perceived as a means of 
attracting prospective graduate students? 
4. Are alternative delivery graduate programs in FLM and FCSEd viewed as exhibiting 
attributes of strength and opportunities, with limited weaknesses and threats? 
5. Do living/learning communities in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy have a 
positive impact on students’ perceptions of an academy format? 
6. Are alternative delivery graduate programs in FLM and FCSEd economically feasible 
alternatives to traditional doctoral education based on student expenditures? 
7. What are the positive and negative aspects of an alternative delivery doctoral program as 
considered by students and faculty involved in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy? 
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Response Rate 
The response rates for the questionnaires were calculated for each type of respondent. 
CNP Leadership Academy students returned 17 of 22 questionnaires, a response rate of 77%; 
and FCSEd Leadership Academy students returned 19 of 43 questionnaires, a response rate 
of 44%. All FLM faculty (n = 9) responded to the questionnaire, a response rate of 100%; 
and FCSEd faculty returned 6 of 17 questionnaires, a response rate of 35%. Overall, Phase I 
response rates of the student questionnaire and faculty questionnaire were 55% and 57%, 
respectively. 
Reliability Analysis 
Reliability refers to the consistency of measurement of an instrument. All measuring 
instruments must be critically and empirically examined for their reliabilities. Specifically, 
the reliability of an instrument can be estimated from the internal consistency of the items 
within it. 
Questionnaires used in the study were developed using a number of items from an 
existing research instrument combined with statements developed by researcher. The internal 
consistency of items making up particular constructs on the questionnaire was assessed by 
calculating Cronbach’s (1951) alpha coefficient. Cronbach’s alpha tests the assumption that 
items making up any particular measure are homogenous. 
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimates for the different sections of the 
student questionnaire were: reasons to earn a degree from ISU, T = .51; participating factors 
in leadership academy enrollment, T = .74; perceptions of practices in academy, T = .70;
perceptions of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of leadership academy, T =
.51; impact of living/learning community, T = .86; and financial aspects, T = .54. Cronbach’s 
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alpha internal consistency estimates for the different sections of the faculty questionnaire 
were: perceptions of practices in academy, T = .52; and perceptions of strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities, and threats of leadership academy, T = .59.
Overall, results show several Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of scales included in 
questionnaires are low. Thus, results are reported as individual item means rather than 
combining ratings into scale scores. However, results from individual statements provided 
information unique to the assessment of the leadership academies.          
CNP and FCSEd Students’ Sociodemographic Characteristics 
Characteristics of student participants are summarized in Table 1. Of 36 student 
participants who completed the questionnaire, 32 were female. Student participants’ ages 
ranged from 24 to over 60 years, with 16 students in the 50-59 age range. Most students (n =
23) resided less than 1,000 miles from ISU, and four resided over 2,000 miles from campus. 
One third of students (n = 12) were currently working on their dissertations, and the majority 
of student participants (n = 26) reported they were part-time students with full-time 
employment. Most students (n = 19) had at least 20 years of professional work experience, 
and 25 estimated the number of total years it will take to complete their doctoral degree to be 
4 or less. Table 20 (Appendix D) shows sociodemographic traits based on student 
respondents from each of the two leadership academies. 
Sociodemographic Characteristics of FLM and FCSEd Faculty 
The sociodemographic characteristics of FLM and FCSEd faculty are summarized in 
Table 2. Of the 15 faculty respondents, 13 completed sociodemographic statements. The 
majority (n = 12) were female. Faculty ages ranged from 30 to over 60 years, with most (n =
6) in the 50-59 age range. Almost all (n = 12) had instructed four or fewer courses in the 
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leadership academy format; and seven ISU resident faculty had served more than twice as 
major professor for leadership academy students. Faculty had 3-29 (M =17) years college 
teaching experience, had been employed 1-20 (M = 7) years full-time at ISU, and had been 
employed 1-20 (M = 2) years part-time at ISU. Table 22 (Appendix E) shows 
sociodemographic traits of faculty in each of the two leadership academies. The majority (n =
5) of FCSEd faculty who responded to the questionnaire were visiting professors and unable 
to serve as major professor. 
The sociodemographic traits of students and faculty involved in the CNP or FCSEd 
Leadership Academies were determined to answer the first question of the study. Based on 
results, alternative delivery doctoral programs enabled students to maintain their full-time 
professional positions while earning a doctoral degree as stated by Kellet (2003). Iwamoto 
(2004) indicated students earn a doctoral degree generally within a time frame of 7 to 8 
years. However, students in this study expect to complete their doctoral degrees in 4 or fewer 
years.  
The second and third questions of the research study were answered by determining 
what factors encouraged students to enroll in an alternative delivery program and by 
assessing if alternative delivery doctoral programs in FLM and FCSEd were perceived as a 
means of attracting prospective graduate students. The review of literature revealed 
decreasing graduate student enrollment is a concern for colleges and universities (Barrows & 
Bosselman, 1999). Numerous authors suggested the exploration of alternative delivery 
formats to eliminate time and geographic constraints of academic programs; and to retain and 
increase enrollment, higher education administrator must enhance recruitment effectiveness 
(Davies, 1997; Rajgopal et al., 2001; Schott et al., 2003; Tesone & Ricci, 2001). 
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Table 1. Characteristics of CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academy Students (N = 36) 
Variable n
Gender   
Male 4  
Female 32  
Age range  
24-29 3  
30-39 6  
40-49 9  
50-59 16  
60 or older 2  
Graduate student status  
Current CNP Leadership Academy student 16  
Current FCS Education Leadership Academy student 15  
Graduate of CNP Leadership Academy 2  
Graduate of FCSEd Leadership Academy 3  
Ethnicity  
Black/African American 1  
International student/Non-resident alien 1  
White/Non-Hispanic 33  
Other 1  
Distance between student’s home and ISU  
Less than 250 miles 8  
250-500 miles 7  
500-1,000 miles 8  
1,000-2,000 miles 9  
2,000= miles 4  
Current doctoral program status  
Completed less than half of courses required 1  
Completed more than half, but not all required courses 8  
Completed all coursework required 7  
Completed preliminary examinations, not admitted to doctoral candidacy 2  
Admitted to doctoral candidacy, not working on dissertation 2  
Working on dissertation 12  
Doctoral degree awarded 4  
Current employment status  
Full-time student with full-time employment 5  
Full-time student with part-time employment 2  
Part-time student with full-time employment 26  
Part-time student with part-time employment 3  
Years of professional experience  
0-5 6
6-10 4  
11-15 4  
16-20 5  
21-25 8  
26 or more 9  
Years to complete doctoral degree  
3 12  
4 13  
5 4
6 or more 7  
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Table 2. Characteristics of FLM and FCSEd Faculty Teaching in the CNP or FCSEd 
Leadership Academy (N = 13) 
Variable n
Gender 
Male  1
Female 12
Age range 
30-39 years  1
40-49 years  3
50-59 years  6
60 or more years  3
Ethnicity 
Asian American/Pacific Islander  1
White/Non-Hispanic 11
Other 1
Academic rank at ISU 
Assistant professor  4
Associate professor   1
Full professor  3
Visiting professor  5
Number of courses taught in the academy 
0-1 6
2-4 6
5 or more 1
POS committee membership 
0-1 6
2-4 3
5 or more 4
Times served as major professor 
0-1 6
2-4 4
5 or more 3
Mean years college teaching experience 17
Mean years full-time at ISU 7
Mean years part-time at ISU 2
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CNP and FCSEd Students’ Reasons to Earn a Degree from ISU 
Table 3 shows factors that students indicated encouraged them to earn a doctoral 
degree from ISU. Of 36 students, 35 strongly agreed or agreed (M = 4.8, SD = 0.7) the 
alternative delivery format fit their working schedule, and 33 strongly agreed or agreed (M =
4.5, SD = 0.7) they wanted to increase knowledge in their chosen fields. In addition, students 
strongly agreed or agreed the following factors also influenced their decisions: 28 students 
had a desire to teach in higher education (M = 4.2, SD =1.1), 27 wanted to advance in their 
current employment (M = 4.2, SD = 1.0), enrolled due to ISU’s reputation (M = 4.0, SD =
1.0), and 20 desired to conduct research in their field (M = 3.5, SD = 1.3). Respondents 
indicated a neutral response for 7 of 13 factors. 
Table 3. Factors Influencing CNP and FCSEd Students to Earn a Doctoral Degree at ISU (N 
= 36) 
1 2 3 4 5 NA Factors n n n n n n M SD 
Format offered 1 0 0 5 30 0 4.8 0.7 
Increase knowledge in field 0 1 2 10 23 0 4.5 0.7 
Teach in higher education 1 3 4 8 20 0 4.2 1.1 
Advance in current employment 1 2 6 8 19 0 4.2 1.0 
Reputation of ISU 0 4 4 16 11 1 4.0 1.0 
Conduct research in field 4 4 8 9 11 0 3.5 1.3 
Encouragement from family and friends 5 4 8 9 9 1 3.4 1.4 
Cost of attending program 2 9 6 10 9 0 3.4 1.3 
Reputation of ISU faculty member 2 11 10 4 9 0 3.2 1.3 
Program advertising 4 8 7 12 5 0 3.2 1.3 
Maintain current position 4 10 8 3 10 1 3.1 1.5 
Change careers 6 9 7 8 5 1 2.9 1.4 
Geographic location 4 10 11 6 4 1 2.9 1.3 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean score 
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Based on results, alternative delivery doctoral programs at ISU enabled working 
professionals to enroll in the leadership academy format without sacrificing their professional 
positions. Students’ desires to increase knowledge in their chosen fields were fulfilled. 
Ultimately, students wanted to advance in their current employment. Foremost, the 
alternative delivery format afforded participants the opportunity to obtain personal 
educational goals that were previously unattainable due to personal and professional 
constraints. For most factors, students’ ratings from the two programs were very similar. The 
small sample size does not support statistical analysis of differences. However, as shown in 
Table 22 (Appendix F), mean ratings by students in the two leadership academies 
occasionally differed by approximately a point for some factors. 
CNP and FCSEd Students’ Participating Factors in Leadership Academy Enrollment 
Table 4 shows factors that influenced students’ decisions to enroll in the alternative 
delivery doctoral program at ISU. Almost all, 30 of 36 students strongly agreed (M = 4.8, SD
= 0.6) they were confident in their decision to pursue a doctoral degree. Students strongly 
agreed (M = 4.7, SD = 0.7) they were confident in choosing an alternative delivery format as 
opposed to a traditional on-campus program, and strongly agreed (M = 4.6, SD = 0.8) the 
prior unavailability of an alternative delivery doctoral program were factors that led them to 
enroll. The small sample size does not support statistical analysis of differences, however, as 
shown in Table 23 (Appendix F), mean ratings by students in the two leadership academies 
show that all mean ratings differed by less than .4 point except for one. 
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Table 4. Factors Influencing CNP and FCSEd Students’ Decisions to Enroll in an Alternative 
Delivery Doctoral Program (N = 36) 
1 2 3 4 5 NA Factors n n n n n n M SD 
Confident in decision to pursue degree 0 1 0 5 30 0 4.8 0.6 
Alternative chosen over traditional 0 1 2 4 29 0 4.7 0.7 
Unavailability of alternative format 0 1 2 7 23 3 4.6 0.8 
Residency requirements 0 2 3 9 19 3 4.4 0.9 
In-state tuition 1 2 5 7 20 1 4.2 1.1 
Lack of program in field 0 1 11 21 3 0 3.7 0.7 
Personal commitments 3 2 9 13 6 3 3.5 1.3 
Professional commitments 3 4 9 12 5 3 3.4 1.3 
Financial situation 4 10 8 10 1 3 2.8 0.9 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 =
strongly agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean score. 
 
CNP and FCSEd Students’ Perceptions of Practices in the Academy 
Table 5 displays data regarding students’ perceptions of practices in current 
leadership academies and doctoral coursework. The item with the highest mean (M = 4.6, SD
= 0.7) revealed students strongly agreed they experienced a high level of academic challenge 
in their alternative delivery doctoral program. Students strongly agreed (M = 4.5, SD = 0.8)
they experienced a positive academy experience. They also strongly agreed (M = 4.5, SD =
0.6) the overall quality of their program was positive. More than half of the students (n = 25)
strongly disagreed or disagreed (M = 2.1, SD = 1.2) they would have gained more knowledge 
from a traditional doctoral program, and 26 strongly disagreed or disagreed (M = 2.1, SD =
0.8) they had unrealistic expectations of becoming a student in an alternative delivery 
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doctoral program. Most students (n = 33) strongly disagreed or disagreed (M = 1.3, SD = 0.7) 
entering the program was a mistake. 
The student questionnaire did not contain statements to determine students’ prior 
enrollment in a traditional doctoral program. A comparison between the level of rigor 
experienced in an alternative delivery doctoral program versus a traditional on-campus 
doctoral program could not be determined; thus, the level of rigor could not be assessed 
accurately.  
Analyzing perceptions of doctoral coursework, students strongly agreed (M = 4.6, SD
= 0.6) leadership academy courses were offered during the best time of the year, and strongly 
agreed (M = 4.6, SD = 0.5) coursework provided an appropriate level of rigor. Additionally, 
students strongly agreed (M = 4.5, SD = 0.6) courses were offered the best days of week.  
However, students indicated a neutral response (M = 3.3, SD = 1.0) when asked if they 
believed faculty members’ expectations were higher for leadership academy students than 
traditional on-campus students. A neutral response (M = 3.1, SD = 1.5) also was indicated 
when asked if they experienced limited assistance from their program of study (POS) 
committee. Completing a dissertation by distance also received a neutral response (M = 2.9,
SD = 1.5). Limited assistance may be felt as a result of minimal time spent on campus due to 
the overall format of an alternative delivery doctoral program. Students are encouraged to 
schedule face-to-face meetings with their POS committee as often as deemed necessary to 
lessen their perception of being disconnected.  
The small sample size does not support statistical comparison of mean ratings by 
students from each of the academies. Mean ratings for CNP and FCEDs students are shown 
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in Table 24 (Appendix F). There were several items for where mean ratings differed by 
several tenths of a point.  
Table 5. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Perceptions of Practices in Current Leadership 
Academies and Doctoral Coursework (N = 36) 
1 2 3 4 5 NA Perceptions n n n n n n M SD
Perceptions of current leadership academy         
High level of academic challenge 0 1 2 8 25 0 4.6 0.7 
Positive academy experience 1 0 0 13 22 0 4.5 0.8 
Overall quality of program 0 0 2 13 21 0 4.5 0.6 
Faculty supportive of program 0 2 0 14 20 0 4.4 0.8 
Positive overall experience 0 2 1 14 19 0 4.4 0.8 
Recommend alternative format 2 4 0 7 23 0 4.3 1.3 
Would pursue again 2 2 1 10 21 0 4.3 1.2 
Higher level of rigor than traditional 0 1 13 7 15 0 4.0 1.0 
Doctoral program orientation 2 5 6 8 11 4 3.7 1.4 
Longer time to complete degree 4 10 5 9 8 0 3.2 1.4 
No time for reflection of assignments 4 14 7 7 3 1 2.7 1.3 
More knowledge gain from traditional 14 11 4 6 1 0 2.1 1.2 
Unrealistic expectations 9 17 7 2 0 1 2.1 0.8 
Should not have entered program 28 5 2 1 0 0 1.3 0.7 
Perceptions of doctoral coursework         
Summer courses offered best time of year 0 1 0 11 24 0 4.6 0.6 
Provided appropriate level of rigor 0 0 0 14 22 0 4.6 0.5 
Courses offered best days of week 0 0 1 16 19 0 4.5 0.6 
Courses offered best times of day 0 1 1 17 17 0 4.4 0.7 
Time spent on-campus 0 3 1 14 18 0 4.3 0.9 
Appropriate assignments 0 0 3 19 14 0 4.3 0.6 
Student expectations met 0 3 0 17 16 0 4.3 0.8 
Number of courses taken during summer 0 2 2 19 13 0 4.2 0.8  
Courses scheduled in logical format 0 5 4 14 13 0 4.0 1.0 
Expectations were explicit 0 7 5 16 8 0 3.7 1.0 
Faculty members expectations higher 1 6 14 10 5 0 3.3 1.0 
Limited assistance from POS committee 4 9 8 10 5 0 3.1 1.5 
Dissertation by distance 4 13 6 5 6 2 2.9 1.5 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean score.  
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CNP and FCSEd Students’ Perceptions of Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities, and Threats of the Leadership Academy 
 
Students were asked to respond to statements regarding perceptions of the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) of their leadership academy. The researcher 
analyzed and identified students’ perceptions based on general guidelines for SWOT analysis 
to answer the fourth question. Table 6 contains a summary of responses. 
Strengths 
All 36 students strongly agreed or agreed (M = 4.9, SD = 0.3) the format allowed the 
working professional to earn a doctoral degree without jeopardizing their current professional 
position. Almost all (n = 35) strongly agreed or agreed (M = 4.8, SD = 0.5) the alternative 
delivery doctoral program should continue to be offered. Most students (n = 27) strongly 
disagreed or disagreed (M = 2.1, SD = 0.8) courses offered via distance learning limited 
learning. Thus, students seem to view the alternative delivery doctoral program as conducive 
to earning a doctoral degree. 
Weaknesses 
Neutral responses were indicated for more communication needed between faculty 
and students (M = 3.1, SD = 1.1), more face-to-face interaction was needed (M = 2.9, SD =
1.1), and conducting research from a distance is difficult (M = 2.8, SD = 1.5. Frequency of 
responses indicated that students were fairly evening split in their level of disagreement 
versus agreement related to communication and conducting research from a distance. The 
results suggest the amount of communication needed and ability to conduct research at a 
distance might differ based on an individual student’s needs and potentially the interactions 
between a student and their major professor. Further exploration of an individual student’s 
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needs related to communication and conducting research at a distance might be beneficial for 
each program.  
Table 6. Leadership Academy Students’ Perceptions of Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities, and Threats of the Leadership Academy (N = 36) 
1 2 3 4 5 NA Perceptions n n n n n n M SD
Strengths         
Allow working professionals opportunity 0 0 0 3 33 0 4.9 0.3 
Continue to offer format 0 0 1 5 30 0 4.8 0.5 
Enrollment conducive to learning 0 1 7 12 16 0 4.2 0.9 
No time for reflection in summer 6 17 6 5 1 1 2.4 1.2 
Residency requirements 8 20 5 0 3 0 2.2 1.1 
Distance limits learning 10 17 7 2 0 0 2.1 0.8 
Weaknesses         
More communication 2 13 5 13 3 0 3.1 1.1 
Face-to-face interaction 1 15 9 8 2 1 2.9 1.1 
Research from distance difficult 5 11 5 8 4 3 2.8 1.5 
Opportunities         
Mentoring program 0 1 9 13 13 0 4.1 0.9 
Academy forum 0 0 11 14 11 0 4.0 0.8 
Policy making initiatives 2 9 12 9 3 1 3.1 1.1 
Threats         
Courses taught by leaders/experts in field 0 1 3 16 16 0 4.3 0.7 
Courses taught by existing ISU faculty 9 20 3 4 0 0 2.1 0.8 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean score. 
 
Opportunities 
Students agreed (M = 4.1, SD = 0.9) mentoring programs would be beneficial and 
they agreed (M = 4.0, SD = 0.8) academy forums also would be beneficial. It seems students 
would like mentoring programs and academy forums implemented into their alternative 
delivery doctoral program that would enable them to work with leaders/experts in their field. 
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Threats 
Almost all students (n = 32) strongly agreed or agreed (M = 4.3, SD = 0.7) leadership 
academy courses should be taught by leaders/experts in their field. More so, 29 students 
strongly disagreed or disagreed (M = 2.1, SD = 0.8) courses should only be taught by existing 
ISU resident faculty members. Collaboration between experts/leaders in the field and resident 
ISU faculty is recommended for course instruction. 
As shown in Table 25 (Appendix F), for most statements students’ ratings from the 
two programs were very similar. The small sample size does not support statistical 
comparison of mean ratings by students from each of the academies. There were several 
items for which mean ratings differed by several tenths of a point.  
Impact of the Living/Learning Community on CNP and FCSEd Students 
Based on study results, students attributed an outcome of their overall academic 
success to their living/learning community within the alternative delivery doctoral program. 
As shown in Table 7, participants strongly agreed (M = 4.6, SD = 0.6) they experienced 
networking opportunities. Additionally, students strongly agreed they experienced a sense of 
bonding (M = 4.5, SD = 0.6), a sense of solidarity (M = 4.5, SD = 0.7), and their 
living/learning community was a source of encouragement and support (M = 4.5, SD = 0.8). 
On the other hand, academic competitiveness did not seem to have an impact (M = 3.3, SD =
1.2).  
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Table 7. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Perceptions of the Living/Learning Community (N = 36) 
1 2 3 4 5 NA Perceptions n n n n n n M SD
Networking 0 1 0 13 22 0 4.6 0.6 
Sense of bonding 0 1 0 15 20 0 4.5 0.6 
Sense of solidarity 0 1 0 13 21 1 4.5 0.7 
Encouragement and support 0 2 0 13 21 0 4.5 0.8 
Positive impact on success 0 3 1 15 17 0 4.3 0.9 
Nurturing experience 1 2 4 11 18 0 4.2 1.0 
Understanding of course content 0 3 2 17 14 0 4.2 0.8 
Academic competitiveness 2 8 9 11 6 0 3.3 1.2 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean score. 
Shapiro and Levine (1999) stated that once a living/learning community is established 
an assessment should be completed to determine the positive and negative factors. Thus, 
impacts of living/learning communities within CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academies were 
described to answer the fifth question. Positive responses were derived from CNP and 
FCSEd student populations concerning statements about their living/learning community. 
Montgomery and Little (1997) stated living/learning communities enhance learner-centered 
experiences. Overall, it seems students viewed their living/learning community as a positive 
impact on their educational success. Changes to existing living/learning communities within 
CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academies would not be necessary. Although the small sample 
size does not support statistical comparison of mean ratings by students from each of the 
academies, the mean ratings are included in Table 26 (Appendix F) as there were several 
items for which mean ratings differed by several tenths of a point.  
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Student Expenditures 
Costs were assessed that determined the estimated money amount incurred by 
students in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academies to answer the sixth question. Students 
were asked to estimate the amount of debt that they have or will have incurred with regard to 
their doctoral education debt (tuition, supplies, etc.), living expenses (room and board), and 
travel expenses (air fare, car rental, fuel charges). Table 8 displays data based on students’ 
estimated expenses.  
Students’ doctoral educational debt estimates were evenly distributed in all ranges 
(see Table 8). The majority (n = 33) of students estimated their living expense debt was 
between $0 and $4,000. However, 29 students’ travel expenses did not exceed $2,000. The 
variance in miles traveled to campus did not seem to impact students’ travel expenses.  
Table 8. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Expenses to Participate in Leadership Academies (N = 
36) 
Monetary amount  
$0–$2,000 $2,001–
$4,000 
$4,001–
$6,000 
$6,001–
$8,000 
 
Financial categories n n n n
Educational debt 10 6 9 11  
Living expenses  20 13 2 1  
Travel expenses 29 3 3 1  
Overall, most students’ educational debt (n =10), living expenses (n =20), and travel 
expenses (n = 29) did not exceed a total of $6,000. The average cumulative debt of a 
traditional doctoral program is $36,917 (Kantrowitz, 2007). Thus, it seems an alternative 
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delivery doctoral program is a cost effective approach for students to pursue a doctoral 
degree. 
FLM and FCSEd Faculty Perceptions of Practices in the Leadership Academy 
 Table 9 displays data regarding faculty perceptions of practices in current leadership 
academies and doctoral coursework. Of 15 faculty respondents, 13 strongly agreed or agreed 
(M = 4.6, SD = 0.7) students experienced a positive academic experience, and 12 strongly 
agreed or agreed (M = 4.5, SD = 0.8) students experienced a positive overall experience. 
Almost all (n = 13) strongly disagreed or disagreed (M = 1.5, SD = 0.7) the program format 
was a mistake. 
Faculty agreed (M = 4.2, SD = 0.7) leadership academy courses were offered at the 
best times of the day, agreed (M = 4.2; SD = 0.8) appropriate assignments were offered, 
agreed (M = 4.1, SD = 0.6) students expectations were met, agreed (M = 4.1, SD = 0.9)
courses were offered the best days of the week, and they agreed (M = 4.1, SD = 0.7) courses 
were offered the best time of the year. More so, faculty agreed (M = 3.9, SD = 1.1) leadership 
academy doctoral coursework provided an appropriate level of rigor, agreed (M = 3.7, SD =
1.0) number of courses taken during the summer was conducive, agreed (M = 3.7, SD = 0.7)
faculty members were accessible, agreed (M = 3.6, SD = 0.8) courses were scheduled in a 
logical format agreed, and agreed (M = 3.5, SD = 1.2) leadership academy courses are more 
difficult to teach than traditional courses. However, faculty disagreed (M = 2.2, SD = 0.8)
their expectations were higher for leadership academy students as opposed to traditional on-
campus doctoral students. 
Previous research has indicated graduate alternative delivery formats may be viable 
solutions to meet needs of diverse student populations (Fenich, 1988; Schott et al., 2003; 
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Tesone & Ricci, 2001). However, these flexible programs should not hinder the level of rigor 
that occurs in a traditional on-campus doctoral program. Alternative delivery doctoral 
programs incorporate the benefits of distance education while avoiding the limitations of 
traditional on-campus course schedules. The FLM and FCSEd alternative delivery doctoral 
programs were determined to effectively meet the needs and expectations of faculty members 
while attracting potential graduate students. 
Study results determined both students and faculty exhibited positive academic and 
overall experiences associated with the alternative delivery doctoral programs. Students 
perceived the level of challenge as neither more nor less demanding than a traditional on-
campus doctoral program. However, students did perceive the level of rigor as more 
demanding than faculty.  
Students and faculty confirmed courses were offered at appropriate times of the day, 
days of the week, scheduled in a logical format, and summer was the best time of the year for 
the leadership academy format. Thus, changes in course scheduling are not warranted. The 
format met the academic expectations of both populations, although faculty preferred 
completing their doctoral degree in a traditional on-campus format. Some students indicated 
a desire for more communication and found completing their dissertation by distance as 
difficult. However, faculty believed they were adequately accessible and available to 
leadership academy students. Additional communication methods may need to be explored to 
increase communication.  
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Table 9. FLM and FCSEd Faculty Perceptions of Practices in Current Leadership 
Academies and Doctoral Coursework (N = 15) 
1 2 3 4 5 NA Perceptions n n n n n n M SD
Perceptions of current leadership academy         
Positive academic experience 0 0 1 4 9 1 4.6 0.7 
Positive overall experience 0 0 1 5 7 2 4.5 0.8 
Should offer format 0 1 7 5 2 0 3.5 0.8 
Faculty supportive of program 2 3 4 0 6 0 3.3 1.1 
No time for reflection of assignments 1 3 4 4 3 0 3.3 1.2 
More knowledge gain from traditional 0 6 5 2 2 0 3.0 1.1 
High level of academic challenge 1 3 9 2 0 0 2.8 0.8 
Would have enrolled in this format 4 5 2 1 3 0 2.6 1.5 
Higher level of rigor than traditional 3 4 5 3 0 0 2.5 1.1 
Unrealistic expectations 2 5 6 1 0 1 2.4 1.2 
Program format a mistake 9 4 2 0 0 0 1.5 0.7 
Perceptions of doctoral coursework          
Courses offered best times of day 0 0 2 8 5 0 4.2 0.7 
Appropriate assignments 0 0 3 6 6 0 4.2 0.8 
Student expectations met 0 0 2 9 4 0 4.1 0.6 
Courses offered best day of week 0 1 2 6 6 0 4.1 0.9 
Summer course offered best time of year 0 1 0 11 3 0 4.1 0.7 
Provided appropriate level of rigor 1 0 3 6 5 0 3.9 1.1 
Number of courses taken during summer 0 2 1 10 1 1 3.7 1.0 
Faculty member accessibility 0 1 4 9 1 0 3.7 0.7 
Courses scheduled in logical format 0 2 3 9 1 0 3.6 0.8 
Teaching more difficult 1 1 3 5 4 0 3.5 1.2 
Time spent on-campus 1 3 3 7 1 0 3.3 1.1 
Teaching more time consuming 1 4 5 3 1 0 2.9 1.1 
Faculty members expectations higher 2 9 3 1 0 0 2.2 0.8 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable 
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FLM and FCSEd Faculty Perceptions of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities,  
and Threats of the Leadership Academy 
 
Faculty members were asked to respond to statements regarding their perceptions of 
the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) of their leadership academy. 
The researcher analyzed and identified faculty perceptions’ based on general guidelines for 
SWOT analysis. Table 10 displays data regarding faculty perceptions’ believed to impact the 
leadership academy format. 
Strengths 
Faculty strongly agreed (M = 4.5, SD = 1.1) the format allowed working 
professionals the ability to earn a doctoral degree while maintaining their full-time position. 
Additionally, faculty agreed (M = 4.4, SD = 0.7) the alternative delivery format should 
continue to be offered, and agreed (M = 3.9, SD = 0.9) course enrollment was conducive to 
learning. Almost all faculty (n = 14) strongly disagreed or disagreed (M = 1.5, SD = 6) an 
online doctoral degree with no residency requirement is an acceptable doctoral education 
format. 
Weaknesses 
 
Of 15 faculty, 9 strongly agreed or agreed (M = 3.8, SD = 0.9) conducting research 
from a distance is difficult, 7 strongly agreed or agreed (M = 3.5, SD = 0.6) more face-to-face 
interaction is needed, and 7 strongly agreed or agreed (M = 3.5, SD = 0.9) additional 
communication is needed. Regular telephone calls and more face to face meetings throughout 
the research process might be needed. 
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Opportunities 
All faculty (n = 15) strongly agreed or agreed (M = 4.5, SD = 0.5) students should be 
encouraged to work with a faculty member to publish a paper during their doctoral program. 
In addition, faculty agreed (M = 4.0, SD = 0.8) academy forums, and agreed (M = 3.8, SD =
1.0) mentoring programs would be beneficial if implemented into their leadership academy 
format.
Threats 
Faculty agreed (M = 4.1, SD = 1.1) leadership academy courses should be taught by 
experts/leaders in the field. On the other hand, faculty disagreed (M = 1.9, SD = 0.9) that 
courses should only be taught by existing ISU resident faculty members. 
The fourth question was addressed by assessing if alternative delivery graduate 
programs in FLM and FCSEd exhibited attributes of strengths and opportunities with limited 
weaknesses and threats. Examples of strengths included: format should continued to be 
offered, course enrollment was conducive to learning, and format allowed working 
professionals to earn doctoral degrees.  
Faculty expressed a few weaknesses. Conducting research from a distance is difficult, 
and more communication and face-to-face interaction is needed between students and 
faculty. Research has indicated limited interactions can occur between faculty and students 
evolved in alternative delivery formats. University-wide initiatives should be implemented to 
increase communication channels (Montgomery & Little, 1997).  
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Table 10. FLM and FCSEd Faculty Perceptions of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, 
and Threats of Leadership Academies (N = 15) 
1 2 3 4 5 NA Perceptions n n n n n n M SD
Strengths         
Allow working professionals opportunity 1 0 1 1 12 0 4.5 1.1 
Continue to offer format 0 0 2 5 8 0 4.4 0.7 
Enrollment conducive to learning 0 2 2 7 4 0 3.9 0.9 
No time for reflection in summer  1 4 6 2 2 0 3.0 1.1 
Distance limits learning 3 6 4 2 0 0 2.3 0.9 
Residency requirement  9 5 1 0 0 0 1.5 0.6 
Weaknesses         
Research from distance difficult 0 1 5 5 4 0 3.8 0.9 
Face-to-face interaction 0 0 8 6 1 0 3.5 0.6 
More communication 0 2 6 5 2 0 3.5 0.9 
Opportunities         
Publish paper 0 0 0 7 8 0 4.5 0.5 
Academy forumb 0 0 4 7 4 0 4.0 0.8
Mentoring program 0 1 6 3 5 0 3.8 1.0 
Policy making 2 4 5 2 0 2 2.5 1.5 
Threats         
Courses taught by experts/leaders in field 1 0 2 5 7 0 4.1 1.1 
Courses taught by existing ISU faculty 6 5 3 1 0 0 1.9 0.9 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean score. 
 bQuestion eliminated. 
 
Students and faculty preferred leadership academy courses being taught by 
experts/leaders in the field. The study did not determine if students viewed ISU resident 
faculty as experts/leaders in the field. Thus, a conclusion can not be drawn. However, if ISU 
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resident faculty are not believed to have expertise in a course, opportunities should exist for 
resident faculty and leaders/experts in the field to collaborate in course instruction.  
Alternative Delivery Format Ecosystem Model Evaluation 
Sergent and Sedlacek (1989) recommended an ecosystem model for program 
evaluation be used when exploring and assessing educational programs and living/learning 
communities. While completing Phase I of the model, participants were instructed to place an 
asterisk next to statements they felt strongly about, either positively or negatively. Phase II of 
questionnaires contained the environmental referent (ER) form on which respondents were 
asked to select five of their asterisked statements, and comment about why they had 
favorable or unfavorable perceptions, and what should be retained or changed regarding their 
leadership academy and living/learning community. 
Phase II of the questionnaires were completed by 15 of 22 CNP Leadership Academy 
students, a response rate of 68%; and 12 of 43 FCSEd Leadership Academy students, a 
response rate of 28%. FLM faculty returned 5 of 9 completed questionnaires, a response rate 
of 55%; and FCSEd faculty returned 4 of 17 questionnaires, a response rate of 23%. Overall, 
Phase II response rates of the completed student questionnaire and faculty questionnaire were 
41% and 34%, respectively. 
The positive and negative aspects of the CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academies 
were documented based on student and faculty comments received on the ER forms to 
answer the last research question. Based on a review of literature, an ecosystem model for 
program evaluation was recommended in the exploration and evaluation of alternative 
delivery programs and living/learning communities. The ecosystem model determined 
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functional and dysfunctional characteristics of each alternative delivery doctoral program 
based on students and faculty comments’ (Aulepp & Delworth, 1976). 
Student Questionnaire Document Analysis 
 The ER form charts are categorized based on questionnaire sections, statements 
within each section, and the number of times respondents chose to reflect on a particular 
statement. Document analyses of comments offered by students on the ER form in Phase II 
of each questionnaire were completed to determine emerging themes. Primary theme 
development was centered on sections contained in each questionnaire.   
Perceptions of Current Leadership Academy. Students responses included comments 
concerning it would take them longer to complete their degree than expected: “I expected to 
move forward faster without the restriction of course semesters”; “There needs to be more 
assistance when it comes to scheduling committee members and preliminary and oral 
defenses”; “It will take me two years longer because professors want cookie cutter answers 
that agree with their personal opinions”; “A major professor should be assigned prior to 
beginning coursework. A dissertation topic could be discussed and we could use coursework 
assignments to apply to our dissertation topic.” However, one student commented, “It took a 
shorter time than expected to complete my degree. I made it my first focus and dedicated  
time and effort to complete the research phase. Personal motivation to stay on a personal time 
schedule is important to one’s success.” 
Student respondents believed their academic experience involving the alternative 
delivery doctoral program was positive: “My academic experience has been very 
informative, educational, wonderful, encouraging, enlightening, and positive”; “This was an 
exciting experience in academia”; “The overall quality of this program was excellent.” 
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A higher level of academic challenge in the alternative delivery doctoral format was 
experienced by some students: “In no way was the level of challenge of this program 
diminished due to delivery format;” “Challenges were very high level and difficult as they 
should be;” “Leadership courses were far more rigorous, challenging, and demanding than 
other graduate courses I have taken.” 
Some students indicated there was a lack of time to reflect on information received 
prior to assignments being due: “I did not feel I always had adequate time to grasp/synthesize 
the information/assignments”; “I would have produced higher quality work if I had more 
time;” “I wish I had more time to reflect on assignments, but graduate work does move 
quickly.”  
Table 11. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Environmental Referent Form Chart: Perceptions of 
Current Leadership Academies  
Question Number of responses  
Perceptions of current leadership academies  
Academic experience positive 6  
Time to complete degree longer than expected 6  
High level of academic challenge 5  
Lack time for reflection on material 4  
Faculty members support format 4  
Recommend alternative delivery format 4  
Orientation seminar beneficial 3  
Higher level of rigor than traditional 2  
Unrealistic expectations 2  
Would pursue this type of format again 2  
Overall quality of program 2  
Overall doctoral experience positive 1  
 
Students would recommend an alternative delivery doctoral program to other working 
professionals: “The format allowed me to keep semblance of order in my professional and 
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personal life”; “The format allows you to maintain your current position and pursue your 
dream of earning a doctorate”; “This format adds value to our profession”; “Other traditional 
programs could not compare to the ISU program—perfect for the working professional”; “I 
could not have completed my degree without the non-traditional approach.” 
Perceptions of Doctoral Coursework. Student’s comments varied when asked if 
completing a dissertation by distance will be/was more difficult than expected: “You get out 
what you put in. If I needed help, I picked up the phone and called”; “It would have been 
much easier to sit across a table from my major professor and discuss my proposal and 
dissertation. Progress would have been more quickly”; “It is difficult to understand all 
aspects of a dissertation when not on campus”; “It is difficult to communicate via email and 
phone calls when discussing research. It would have been better if I was on campus”; 
“Distance creates problems as I had difficulty getting answers to my emails.” 
Students commented the leadership academy being offered during the summer 
months was the best time of the year: “I could not even have considered earning my degree 
without the summer coursework”; “Attending three weeks during the summer is after most 
schools are out and before one needs to prepare for fall”; “The timing is excellent”; “Summer 
time is ‘down time.’”  
However, some students stated faculty were not explicit in their expectations of 
doctoral students in the leadership academy: “Instructors needed to compensate for format by 
having higher expectations of students”; “Is the stress and struggle, worth the degree?” 
Students indicated appropriate assignments were required to allow students to 
synthesize information: “The course assignments were true to the profession”; “Reading 
assignments were appropriate but needed to receive assignments by April to prepare for 
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summer session”; “I felt that I was exposed to a curriculum that was thoughtfully constructed 
and delivered by faculty members that were both knowledgeable and interested in me and my 
profession.” 
Table 12. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Environmental Referent Form Chart: Perceptions of 
Doctoral Coursework 
Question        Number of Responses  
Perceptions of doctoral coursework  
Dissertation by distance difficult 5  
Best time of the year 4  
Expectations of students explicit 2  
Appropriate assignments 2 
Best days of the week 1  
Best times of day 1  
Courses scheduled in logical format 1  
Amount of time on-campus 1  
Number of courses taken during summer session 1  
Expectations higher for leadership academy students 1  
Limited assistance from POS committee 1 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats. Courses being taught by leaders 
in the field were preferred by students: “I believe I have received a better education by 
having professors who are leaders in the field”; “Leaders in the field offer different global 
perspectives”; “Having leaders in the field instruct courses is an extremely important part of  
this program”; “It is important to use current ISU faculty members, however if ISU does not 
have the expertise with the desire to teach, then an expert in the field to teach the course”; “A 
program is strengthened by the quality of its instructors.” 
Students offered comments concerning the alternative delivery doctoral program 
allowing working professionals the ability to complete a doctoral degree. When asked if the 
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leadership academy format should continue to be offered as an alternative delivery doctoral 
format, students commented in the following manner: “This is a great format for non- 
traditional students”; “Alternative format allows flexibility to complete degree on campus 
and online”; “This format is unique and should be continued”; “This is the digital age and 
technology has changed course delivery for adult education to allow access to a broader 
range of student populations.” “If this type of residency requirement was used in more 
colleges and universities, more students would enroll in programs.”  
Table 13. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Environmental Referent Form Chart: Perceptions of 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats  
Question        Number of Responses  
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats  
Courses taught by leaders in field only 7  
Working professional opportunity 5  
Format continued to be offered 4  
Residency requirements 4  
Research from distance difficult 3  
Mentoring program beneficial 2  
Academy forum beneficial 1  
Courses taught by existing ISU faculty members only 1  
Policy making 1  
More communication 1  
 
Offering the alternative delivery doctoral format totally online was not viewed as a 
positive characteristic: “A degree totally on-line may cause students not to bond and develop 
relationships with other doctoral students”; “It was important to meet fellow students face-to-
face and bond with them”; “Totally on-line programs are faceless”; “Coming together creates 
a more cohesive and supportive groups.” 
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Conducting research from a distance and distance education courses limiting 
students’ learning capabilities evoked varied comments from students: “I really like online 
courses as they give everyone an equal opportunity to offer their questions and responses”; 
“In the beginning it was difficult searching electronically. I have since honed my skills”; 
“Feedback is slow and it is difficult to figure out what the professor wants you to do”; “The 
hand off approach with students was evident. Did not expect hand holding, but more face 
time with students would have helped”; “Since my second year, I have felt very disconnected 
from the ISU faculty. I have received little support from my committee.” 
Factors Influencing Decisions to Enroll in Doctoral Program at ISU. Alternative 
delivery program advertising was inadequate based on students’ comments: “Information on 
a professional website alerted me to the program, but it was not until my on-campus visit that 
I felt informed”; “ISU did not do an adequate job of promoting the programs”; “I am an ISU 
alumnus and had no knowledge of the program through ISU outreach”; “More advertising 
must be done to keep the program alive and well”; “Continue to market the program to attract 
a wider audience.” 
Table 14. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Environmental Referent Form Chart: Factors 
Influencing Decisions to Enroll at ISU 
Question Number of responses 
Factors influencing decision to enroll at ISU  
Program advertising 2 
Alternative delivery format offered 2 
Increase knowledge in chosen field 1 
Advance in current employment 1 
Reputation of ISU faculty member 1 
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The alternative delivery format offered was a factor in students’ decisions to enroll: “I 
would have worked on a PhD earlier in my life if this format was offered”; “I picked this 
doctoral degree because I wasn’t willing to give up my job. This ‘sealed the deal’”; “I am not 
able to take time off work to pursue a degree, this format was excellent”; “I could not find 
another PhD program that had the flexibility to allow me to complete my studies while being 
a full-time working professional”; “I am unable to complete a traditional on-campus doctoral 
program”; “Alternative delivery format was flexible, allowed me to pursue my PhD; 
otherwise I could not.”  
Factors Influencing Decisions to Enroll in an Alternative Delivery Doctoral 
Program. Students commented that a doctoral degree was not pursued earlier in their careers 
due to the unavailability of this type of doctoral degree format and the lack of an alternative 
delivery doctoral program in their field: “I would not have enrolled in a traditional on-
campus program due to family and work commitments”; “The ISU program was a perfect 
choice to fit my life.”  
Table 15. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Environmental Referent Form Chart: Factors 
Influencing Decisions to Enroll in Alternative Format 
Question Number of responses 
Factors influencing decision to enroll in alternative format   
Unavailability of alternative delivery format 5  
Lack of alternative delivery format in field 3  
In-state tuition offered to out-of-state students 3  
Confident in decision to pursue doctoral degree 1  
Confident in decision to pursue alternative delivery 
format 
1
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In-state tuition offered to out-of-state students was also a determining factor in 
students’ decisions to enroll in an alternative delivery doctoral program. Their responses 
indicated: “In-state tuition makes the program even more attractive”; “Cost is a factor when 
the student is paying the bill”; “This is a marvelous value for an education from a university 
as prestigious as ISU”; “Don’t underestimate this, it is a huge factor”; “I was strongly 
influenced by cost.”  
Living/Learning Community. A sense of bonding and a sense of solidarity with their 
fellow classmates were chosen for further comments by students: ”Bonding was one of the 
most important outcomes of my experience”; “Students in the program all had a common 
goal and were striving to reach that goal”; “The bonding and solidarity is felt long after 
leaving ISU”; “Our program has formed many bonds. We have tackled challenges, cried, and 
celebrated together. There is no price to pay for the power of collaboration and cooperation”; 
“The learning community was an integral part of the learning experience. It is a must keep 
part of the academy.” 
The living/learning community also offered students encouragement and support in 
times of personal stress and anxiety: “Without the encouragement of the other students, I do 
not think I would have made it this far”; “The living arrangements create atmospheres of 
encouragement. We get to know each other well and can help each other in times of need”; 
“Encourage and support of fellow classmates has become invaluable as we moved into the 
independent research phase of the program”; Fellow classmates continue to offer 
encouragement and keep each other motivated.”  
Networking opportunities were gained by students in the living/learning communities 
associated with their leadership academy: “Hearing different perspective of class members is 
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networking in the purest sense”; “The networking with professional peers was a very strong 
aspect of the program”; “The network is national”; “Networking raised the quality of the 
experience.” 
Table 16. CNP and FCSEd Students’ Environmental Referent Form Chart: Impact of 
Living/Learning Community 
Question Number of responses 
Living/learning community  
Sense of bonding 6  
Encouragement and support 3  
Networking opportunities 2  
Sense of solidarity 2  
Nurturing experience 1  
Academic competitiveness 1  
Positive impact on success 1  
 
Faculty Questionnaire Document Analysis 
The ER form charts are categorized based on questionnaire sections, statements 
within each section, and number of times faculty chose to reflect on a particular statement. 
Document analyses of comments given by faculty on the ER form in Phase II of each 
questionnaire were completed to determine emerging themes. Primary theme development 
was centered on sections contained in each questionnaire.   
Perceptions of Current Leadership Academy. Faculty commented they believed the 
leadership academy doctoral students in their discipline viewed their academic experiences 
and overall experience as positive: “Very positive experience that meets the needs of busy  
people”; “Students in the program voiced very positive comments about the opportunity to 
pursue a PhD while still maintaining their full-time positions.” 
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Faculty commented that not all faculty were supportive of an alternative delivery 
format: “The academy would have more success if ALL faculty members had been 
supportive of the program.” However, offering a doctoral program in a leadership academy 
was not viewed as a mistake. Hence, a few would have enrolled in an alternative delivery 
format: “Because I went back to school later in life, I would have liked this format.” 
Leadership academy doctoral students in their discipline were viewed as not 
experiencing a higher level of rigor than traditional on-campus students: “Expectations 
should be the same for on-campus and off-campus students.” However, leadership academy 
students lacked time to reflect on information received prior to assignments being due: “Not 
all instructors gave reading assignments prior to students coming on campus. When on 
campus, students were very rushed to accomplish the minimum, thus there was not time for  
reflections”; “Students do not have time to assimilate information before moving on to the 
next day.”  
Table 17. FLM and FCSEd Faculty Environmental Referent Form Chart: Perceptions of 
Current Leadership Academies 
Question Number of responses 
Perceptions of current leadership academies 
Academic experience positive 2
Faculty members support format 2
Overall experience positive 1
Higher level of rigor than traditional format 1
Lack time for reflection on material 1
Leadership academy format mistake 1
If format offered, would have enrolled 1
Other colleges should offer format 1
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Perceptions of Doctoral Coursework. Teaching a course in a leadership academy 
format was not more difficult or time consuming than teaching in traditional on-campus 
formats: “Although teaching the summer on-campus courses requires more time per week 
than a traditional class, it only lasted three weeks rather than a semester. I think in total the 
three week intensive courses took less time than the traditional format.” Leadership academy 
doctoral courses met student expectation and an appropriate level of rigor was provided: The 
program provides an appropriate level of rigor, and is not more or less rigorous than a 
traditional on-campus program.” Additionally, faculty did not have higher expectations for 
leadership academy students than traditional on-campus doctoral students: “Expectations 
should be the same for on-campus and off-campus students.” 
Table 18. FLM and FCSEd Faculty Environmental Referent Form Chart: Perceptions of 
Doctoral Coursework 
Question Number of responses 
Perceptions of doctoral coursework 
More difficult to teach than traditional  3
Appropriate level of rigor 2
Expectations higher for leadership academy students 2
Expectations met 1
Courses scheduled in logical format 1
Appropriate assignments 1
Faculty members easily accessible 1
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats. Conducting research with 
leadership academy doctoral students from a distance was viewed as difficult: “An important 
focus of a doctoral program is to develop research skills. Leadership academy formats need 
to be strengthened to increase focus on developing students’ research skills”; “Research is 
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much more difficult to conduct when the student and the major professor can not meet in 
person.” However, faculty did not believe distance limits learning: “Observation and research 
both affirm that distance learning can be as effective as in class instruction”; “I maintain the 
same expectations for graduate students regardless of delivery methods.” 
Faculty believed leadership academies provide working professionals the opportunity 
to complete a doctoral degree: “This is a great way to provide a program for students who 
have tremendous potential but cannot attend a doctoral program in a traditional way”; “The 
strength of the program is that it provides an opportunity to working professionals and it 
appears to be a model for the present moment when there is a considerable labor shortage”; 
“One of the reasons for creating the academy format was to offer a PhD program to a market 
niche (working professionals)”; “This was one the most positive aspects of the program.” 
Offering leadership academies entirely online, without residency requirements, was 
not favorable. Faculty expressed concern for additional communication and face-to-face 
interaction being needed between faculty members and leadership academy students: “Face-
to-face discussion is very beneficial for students who are learning to write”; “Students should 
be required to be on campus at various times during their research”; “Face-to-face instruction 
is very helpful in a successful learning process as well as face-to-face with other students.” 
Faculty supported that leadership academy doctoral students should be encouraged to 
work with a faculty member to publish a paper during their doctoral program: “Publishing 
with some help and support is a great start for any student before they have to publish on 
their own”; “This is a way to help students learn the process with help and support from 
someone who knows the process”; “I have worked with one student on a research project and 
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paper and another student on a book chapter. The opportunities are there depending on 
student interests.” 
Faculty comments on whether leadership academy doctoral courses should be taught 
by existing ISU faculty members or leaders/experts in the field were varied: “Experts from 
the field can provide the optimum learning environments for doctoral students by offering a 
variety of perspectives and also the best expertise in their area”; “This is one of the strengths 
of the program. We all come together in one location with different areas of expertise”; 
“Having a certain portion of courses taught by experts in the field plays on the strength of the 
academy”; “This is a strength of the program, but it should be used to strengthen what ISU 
already offers.” 
Table 19. FLM and FCSEd Faculty Environmental Referent Form Chart: Perceptions of 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats 
Question Number of responses 
Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats 
Research from distance difficult 2
Working professional opportunity 2
Residency requirements 2
Publish paper with faculty member while completing program 2
Courses taught by leaders in field only 2
Mentoring program beneficial 1
Academy forum beneficial 1
Courses taught by existing ISU faculty members only 1
Lack time to synthesize information 1
Distance education limits learning 1
Face-to-face interaction 1 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The research study and methodology are summarized in this chapter. Conclusions 
were drawn, and recommendations are offered based on study results. Future research 
questions concerning alternative delivery doctoral programs are offered.  
The purpose of this study was to describe the emergence, development, and 
implementation, and evaluate the alternative delivery doctoral programs in the CNP and 
FCSEd Leadership Academies at ISU. The study determined if an alternative delivery 
doctoral program was an effective tool for doctoral education. Graduate students/graduates 
(student) and faculty member/visiting professors (faculty) perceptions’ were analyzed to 
determine the effectiveness of alternative delivery doctoral programs in doctoral education. 
Research Questions 
The study was guided by the following research questions: 
1. What are the sociodemographic traits of students and faculty involved in the CNP or 
FCSEd Leadership Academy? 
2. What factors encourage students to participate in the FLM or FCSEd alternative delivery 
doctoral program? 
3. Are alternative delivery doctoral programs in FLM and FCSEd perceived as a means of 
attracting prospective graduate students? 
4. Are alternative delivery graduate programs in FLM and FCSEd viewed as exhibiting 
attributes of strength and opportunities, with limited weaknesses and threats? 
5. Do living/learning communities in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy have a 
positive impact on students’ perceptions of an academy format? 
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6. Are alternative delivery graduate programs in FLM and FCSEd economically feasible 
alternatives to traditional doctoral education based on student expenditures? 
7. What are the positive and negative aspects of an alternative delivery doctoral program as 
considered by students and faculty involved in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy? 
Summary 
Questionnaire Development 
Student and faculty questionnaires were developed based on a questionnaire used by 
Anderson and Swazey (1998), and modified by the researcher to contain operational 
characteristics of leadership academies based on administrator information meetings. The 
student questionnaire was a two-phase questionnaire based on the ecosystem design model. 
Phase I was comprised of seven sections that evaluated students’ perceptions involving 
alternative delivery doctoral program characteristics and one section to determine their 
sociodemographic traits. In Phase II of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to 
complete an ER form to elicit comments about why they had favorable or unfavorable 
perceptions related to five questionnaire statements, and what should be retained or changed 
regarding their leadership academy and living/learning community. 
The faculty questionnaire also contained two-phases based on an ecosystem design 
model. Phase I was comprised of three sections containing statements that determined the 
amount of faculty involvement in the leadership academies and faculty perceptions’ of their 
leadership academy format. Phase II also contained an ER form to elicit comments about 
why they had favorable or unfavorable perceptions related to five questionnaire statements, 
and what should be retained or changed regarding their leadership academy and 
living/learning community. 
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Response Rate 
Phase I of the questionnaire was completed by 17 of 22 CNP Leadership Academy 
students (77%), 19 of 43 FCSEd Leadership Academy students (44%), 9 FLM faculty 
(100%), and 6 of 17 FCSEd faculty (35%). Phase II of the questionnaires were completed by 
15 of 22 CNP Leadership Academy (68%), 12 of 43 FCSEd Leadership Academy students 
(28%), 5 of 9 FLM faculty (55%), and 4 of 17 FCSEd faculty (23%).  
Overall, Phase I and Phase II response rates of the student questionnaire were 55% 
and 41%, respectively. Phase I and Phase II response rates of the faculty questionnaire were 
57% and 34%, respectively. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
Data collected from all respondents was coded, entered, and analyzed using the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 15.0. Cases with missing items, 
not applicable responses, and statements that showed multidimensional structure were 
eliminated. Quantitative and qualitative procedures were used to analyze data because both 
closed-ended and open-ended items were used in the questionnaires. Descriptive statistics 
were calculated, including frequency distributions (number of times response occurred in 
data set), means (average value of data set), and standard deviations (average distance by 
which scores differed from the mean) for each of the statements. 
Student Questionnaire Summary 
 The student questionnaire is summarized based on six categories. Categories 
included: sociodemographic characteristics, factors influencing decisions to enroll, 
perceptions of current leadership academy, strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats 
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of leadership academies, impact of living/learning community, and students’ financial 
aspects. 
Sociodemographic Characteristics. The majority of students (n = 32) were white 
females and more than half (n = 26) reported they currently attend/attended the program on a 
part-time basis with full-time employment. The age range was from 24 to over 60 years, with 
the majority (n = 6) in the 50–59 age range. The majority of students (n = 23) resided less 
than 1,000 miles from ISU. Most students (n = 12) were currently working on their 
dissertation, and 25 estimated it will take 4 years or less to complete their entire doctoral 
degree.  
Factors Influencing Decisions to Enroll. The alternative delivery format offered was 
the major factor in the majority of students’ decisions to enroll. Students stated the 
alternative delivery format fit their working schedule and indicated they joined the program 
because of the reputation of ISU. Additionally, students indicated their desire to increase 
their knowledge in their field, conduct research, and teach in higher education. Advancement 
in their current employment and encouragement from their family and friends also influenced 
their decisions.  
Students were confident in their decisions to pursue a doctoral degree in an 
alternative delivery format, and residency requirements, and in-state tuition were determining 
factors. Students indicated a doctoral degree was not pursued earlier in their careers due to 
the lack of an alternative delivery doctoral program in their field and the unavailability of this 
type of doctoral degree format.  
Perceptions of Current Leadership Academy Practices. Positive academic and overall 
experiences were indicated by students. Students experienced a high level of academic 
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challenge and rigor and would recommend an alternative delivery doctoral program to others. 
However, students felt they had experienced a higher level of rigor than traditional on-
campus doctoral students. They stated their expectations were met, and sufficient time was 
spent on-campus. Students preferred courses being taught by leaders in their field and 
believed an alternative delivery doctoral program allowed working professionals the ability 
to complete a doctoral degree. They commented it would take them longer to complete their 
degree than expected. 
Students indicated that offering the leadership academy during the summer months 
was the best time of the year. Statements concerning conducting research from a distance and 
distance education courses limiting their learning capabilities evoked varied comments from 
respondents. Offering the alternative delivery doctoral program totally online was not viewed 
as a positive attribute. 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats of Leadership Academies. 
Students believed an alternative delivery doctoral program should continue to be offered at 
ISU.  Students expressed the alternative delivery doctoral program enables a working 
professional to earn a doctoral degree while maintaining their full-time position. The number 
of students enrolled in a course was conducive to learning, and courses taken via distance 
learning did not limit students’ learning. However, some students expressed concern for more 
communication and face-to-face interaction between faculty and students. Additionally, 
conducting research from a distance was viewed as difficult by some students. 
Mentoring programs and academy forums would strengthen the leadership academy 
format by enabling students to work collaboratively with faculty to publish research articles 
during their doctoral process. The researcher believes a threat may be perceived as students 
82
preferred courses being taught by leaders/experts in the field. However, questionnaire 
statements were not included to determine if students viewed ISU resident faculty as 
leaders/experts in the field. 
Impact of Living/Learning Community. Students experienced a positive impact 
regarding the living/learning community. A sense of bonding, solidarity, and nurturing 
experiences with fellow classmates were indicated by students. More so, networking 
opportunities were gained by students in the living/learning community associated with their 
leadership academy. 
Financial Aspects of Students. Student expenditures were evenly distributed among 
$0-2,000, $4,001-6,000, and more than $8,000. Students estimated their living expense debt 
to fall between $0-4,000. Students’ travel expenses did not exceed $2,000.  
Faculty Questionnaire Summary 
 The faculty questionnaire is summarized based on four categories. Categories 
included: sociodemographic traits; perceptions of current leadership academy and doctoral 
coursework; strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats; and positive and negative 
aspects of an alternative delivery doctoral program.  
Sociodemographic Characteristics. The majority (n = 12) of faculty respondents were 
white female visiting professors in the FCSEd Leadership Academy and ISU faculty in the 
CNP Leadership Academy. Faculty ages ranged from 30 to over 60 years, with the majority 
(n = 6) in the 50-59 year age range. Most faculty (n = 12) had instructed four or fewer 
courses in the leadership academy format, and eleven faculty had served at least twice as the 
major professor for leadership academy students. 
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Perceptions of Leadership Academy and Doctoral Coursework. Faculty believed a 
positive academic and overall experience was experienced by students. Faculty indicated 
students’ expectations were met, sufficient time was spent on campus, and the format of the 
alternative delivery doctoral program allowed a working professional to maintain their 
current position while earning a doctoral degree.  
Offering leadership academies entirely online, without residency requirements, was 
not favored. Faculty expressed concern for additional communication and face-to-face 
interaction being needed between faculty and leadership academy students. However, faculty 
did not believe distance education courses limit learning. 
Faculty indicated teaching a course in a leadership academy format was neither more 
difficult nor more time consuming than teaching a traditional on-campus course. However, 
conducting research with leadership academy doctoral students from a distance was viewed 
as more difficult than with a traditional on-campus student. 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats of Leadership Academy. Faculty 
responses related to leadership academy doctoral courses being taught by existing ISU 
resident faculty members or leaders/experts in the field were varied. Several faculty members 
indicated a preference that leaders/experts in the field should instruct courses and others 
preferred existing ISU resident faculty. This may reflect the FCSEd Leadership Academy use 
of visiting professors, who are viewed as the leaders/experts, to teach courses. 
Faculty members stated leadership academy formats provide a working professional 
the opportunity to complete a doctoral degree while maintaining their current full-time 
position. Additionally, faculty supported leadership academy doctoral students being 
encouraged to work with a faculty member to publish a paper during their doctoral program.  
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Student and Faculty ER Form Summary 
Students and faculty ER form comments’ were analyzed, charted, and documented 
for data analysis. The data contained on the ER charts compiled for both students and faculty 
guides the following summary. 
Perceptions of Current Leadership Academy. Students and faculty indicated students 
perceived their leadership academy as an overall positive academic experience. Students 
perceived faculty to be supportive of their leadership academy doctoral program. Students 
and faculty disagreed on the level of challenge and rigor that students experienced. Students 
will take longer than anticipated to complete their degree but less time than a traditional on-
campus doctoral student. 
Perceptions of Doctoral Coursework. Students and faculty both indicated leadership 
academy courses are currently offered at the best times of the day, and the best time of the 
year. Students’ expectations were met, and an appropriate level of rigor was experienced by 
students. 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats. Both students and faculty 
believed leadership academies offer a working professional the ability to earn their degree 
while maintaining their full-time position. The alternative delivery doctoral program should 
continue to be offered, however experts/leaders in the field should be more involved in 
course instruction. The leadership academy was conducive to learning, however more 
communication and face-to-face interaction is needed. Mentoring programs and academy 
forums should be implemented, but residency requirements should remain unchanged. 
Factors Influencing Decisions to Enroll at ISU. The format of the leadership 
academy, desire to increase knowledge in their field, and the ability to teach in higher 
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education has attracted adult learners. Higher education administrators have recognized the 
desire of adult learners to pursue their education without hindering their current professional 
position (University of Phoenix, 2006). 
Factors Influencing Decisions to Enroll in Alternative Format. Students would have 
enrolled in an alternative delivery doctoral program previously if one would have been 
offered. Furthermore, students were confident in their decision to pursue a doctoral degree in 
this type of format. Previously, students found their personal and professional roles coupled 
with their desire for educational advancement an unobtainable process (University of 
Phoenix, 2006). 
Living/Learning Community. Students attributed their academic success with the 
positive impact experienced due to their living/learning community. Learner-centered 
experiences were enhanced through the introduction  of this type of living arrangement. 
Students indicated their living/learning community included academic and social networking 
as stated by MacGregor et al. (1997) and Shapiro and Levine (1999). 
Limitations of the Study 
 Due to the design of the research, this study has the following limitations. 
1. The student population sample size is small, as the number of graduate students who have 
graduated or are currently enrolled in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy is 
relatively small.  
2. The faculty population sample size is small, as the number of faculty involved in the 
leadership academies is limited.  
3. Students and faculty responding to questionnaires are from one university, ISU. 
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4. A Cronbach’s alpha range of 0.70-1.00 is considered acceptable in the social sciences.  
Cronbach’s alpha was lower in some questionnaire sections due to small sample size and 
multidimensional structure of data. 
5. Study results may be transferable to any higher education institution that may want to 
explore offering an alternative delivery doctoral program. 
6. The researcher was a doctoral student in the CNP Leadership Academy. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Results of this study provided both program specific and general conclusions related 
to the following themes: diversity of respondents; factors influencing enrollment; perceptions 
of leadership academies; strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of leadership 
academies; and impact of living/learning communities.  
Diversity of Respondents 
 Conclusion.  Specifically, sociodemographic traits of respondents indicated students 
who enrolled in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy were white females with an 
average age of 50-59 years. Students enrolled in leadership academies on a part-time basis 
with full-time employment. 
Recommendation.  Encourage a more diverse student population to enroll in the CNP 
or FCSEd Leadership Academy specifically at ISU. This could be accomplished through 
promoting the program among a larger, more diverse student population exhibiting a variety 
of professional experiences and age ranges. Due to student participants being mostly white 
females, ISU should encourage more ethnic groups and the underrepresented gender (males) 
to join the programs through cooperating with national and international organizations.  
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Generally, adult learners play a variety of different roles in their lives related to personal and 
professional commitments (Cross, 1981). Thus, higher education institutions need to attract a 
wider, more diverse adult-learner population through the use of alternative delivery academic 
programs. 
Based on comments on students’ ER forms specific to the CNP Leadership Academy, 
students believed marketing techniques for the CNP Leadership Academy need to be 
extended. Future enrollment in the CNP Leadership Academy may be impacted due to lack 
of program marketing techniques that attract potential graduate students. Additional 
advertising to attract ISU alumni could be accomplished through ISU Extension. Marketing 
promotions in industry-related journals could be used to attract industry professionals beyond 
ISU. 
Factors Influencing Enrollment in an Alternative Delivery Doctoral Program at ISU 
 Conclusion. Specifically, students enrolled in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership 
Academy because they could maintain their current employment while earning a doctoral 
degree. Earning a doctoral degree may be difficult to achieve due to traditional on-campus 
course and residency requirements (Rajgopal et al., 2001). In addition, students were able to 
increase knowledge in their chosen field and seek advancement in their current employment. 
Students were confident in their decision to pursue a doctoral degree in an alternative 
delivery format.   
In-state tuition offered to out-of-state students was an additional factor. Students 
expenses related to earning their doctoral degree in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy 
were lower than the national average cost of a doctoral education. Thus, it seems these 
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alternative delivery doctoral programs may be viewed as an economically feasible alternative 
to a traditional on-campus program. 
Recommendation.  In general, the opportunity for a working professional to continue 
their current employment while earning a doctoral degree should be continued. Kellet (2003) 
stated administrators of higher education institutions must respond to changes that impact 
graduate education programs. These impacts include accessibility, changing demographics, 
public expectations, and transitions in workforce needs. Specifically, the flexibility of the 
leadership academy format should be maintained to meet needs of diverse student 
populations. Generally, Rajgopal et al. (2001) believed administrators of colleges and 
universities need to develop flexible doctoral programs. Iwamoto (2004) stated 
administrators of higher education institutions offering doctoral programs needed to explore 
flexible educational delivery methods to accommodate non-traditional doctoral students. 
Perceptions of the Current Leadership Academy 
Conclusion. Specifically, both students and faculty perceived the academic and 
overall experiences of their individual leadership academy as positive. Students perceived the 
level of rigor as higher than a traditional on-campus program, but faculty perceived the level 
of rigor as comparable. Students perceived the level of challenge as being higher in an 
alternative delivery doctoral program than a traditional on-campus doctoral program, but 
faculty perceived the level of challenge as similar.  
Recommendation. In general, graduate education programs that address changing 
needs of society must be developed to uphold credibility and accountability (Kellet, 2003). 
Furthermore, Iwamoto (2004) stated alternative delivery doctoral programs need to maintain 
rigor, and students generally earn a doctoral degree in 7 to 8 years. Specifically, CNP and 
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FCSEd Leadership Academy students may perceive higher levels of rigor and a higher level 
of challenge due to personal and professional constraints and condensed course format. 
However, it was not determined if students were enrolled in a traditional on-campus doctoral 
program prior to an alternative delivery doctoral program. Thus, a comparison cannot be 
determined.  
Impact of Living/Learning Communities 
 Conclusion. CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academy students experienced bonding, 
solidarity, networking, and nurturing experiences with regard to their living/learning 
community. Students believed their living/learning community contributed a positive impact 
on their success as a doctoral student.   
 Recommendation. Generally, living/learning communities are an integral part of 
leadership academies and should be continued. A living/learning community meets the need 
for increased interaction among college and university students (Montgomery & Little, 
1997). 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats of Leadership Academies 
 Conclusion. Days, times, and months that leadership academy courses are offered are 
appropriate based on students’ perceptions specific to leadership academies. The experience 
of limited learning was not perceived as a negative factor in distance education courses. 
Some students desired more communication between themselves and faculty, but faculty 
perceived communication to be adequate. Both populations agreed leadership academies 
should not be offered entirely online without on-campus residency requirements. Employing 
only ISU resident faculty to instruct leadership academy courses was not favored. 
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Recommendation.  Faculty and students in the CNP and FCSEd Leadership 
Academies should work collaboratively to ensure the amount of individualized attention 
desired by students is accomplished. The possibility of instructing courses via video 
conferencing or Web-TV should be explored. In general, Montgomery and Little (1997) 
stated distance education courses diminish interactions that naturally and inevitably occur as 
a result of face-to-face classes. Additionally, new models and methods that support 
collaborative learner-centered experiences should be implemented. 
 Based on students’ perceptions specific to leadership academies, it may be important 
to explore the use of both ISU resident faculty and other leaders/experts in the field if ISU 
resident faculty do not have the expertise in an area of instruction. Further, ISU resident 
faculty should be encouraged to work collaboratively with leaders/experts in the field for 
course instruction. An example of collaboration would be welcoming guest speakers to speak 
to classes. 
Future Research 
 The study has caused the researcher to ask new questions: 
1. What impact would new marketing and advertising plans have on the existing plans 
for the CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academy programs? 
2. What are perceptions of employers in public and private sectors regarding an 
alternative delivery doctoral program? 
3. What kind of communication methods can be used to increase communication 
channels between students and faculty? 
4. How will competition between higher education institutions offering traditional on-
campus programs be influenced by alternative delivery doctoral programs? 
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5. How will the potential use of additional experts/leaders in the field affect future 
course instruction? 
6. How do previously enrolled traditional, on-campus doctoral students who 
subsequently re-enrolled in an alternative delivery doctoral program perceive the 
difference in level of rigor and challenge? 
7. How will technological advancements in distance education impact alternative 
delivery doctoral programs in the future? 
Decreasing graduate student enrollment, declining higher education institutional 
revenues, personal and professional commitments of adult learners, and inaccessibility of 
current graduate degree programs by adult learners all warrant the need for flexible 
alternative delivery formats in doctoral education. Distance education technology has 
changed the way people live and learn. The implementation of an alternative delivery 
doctoral program is a viable solution to traditional on-campus doctoral programs. Alternative 
delivery formats throughout higher education institutions should be explored by 
administrators based on student population needs of accessible educational degrees. 
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APPENDIX A: ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. Describe your role with regard to the design and development of the leadership 
academy format and how it was implemented. 
 
2. Since the program inception, how many students were accepted into the doctoral  
program? How many enrolled? How many graduated? Was there any attrition? Why? 
 
3. What were the motivational factors that inspired you to offer an alternative delivery 
doctoral format? 
 
4. What were your goals in creating an alternative delivery doctoral format? 
 
5. How does the alternative delivery doctoral program accommodate adult learners and 
the need for graduate program flexibility? 
 
6. What do you consider the most significant aspect of the FLM or FCSEd alternative 
delivery doctoral format? 
 
7. Please describe what you consider to be the greatest strengths of an alternative 
delivery doctoral format. 
 
8. Please describe what you consider to be the greatest weakness of an alternative 
delivery doctoral format. 
 
9. Please describe the opportunities for the future of the leadership academies. 
 
10. Please describe the perceived threats to the leadership academies. 
 
11. What would you change, if you could, to make the alternative delivery doctoral 
format more effective? 
 
12. How do you perceive the future of graduate programs being offered in an academy 
alternative delivery format? 
 
13. What are you currently working on to improve the alternative delivery doctoral 
format? 
 
14. What positive comments have you heard from faculty with regard to the alternative 
delivery doctoral format? 
 
15. What negative comments have you heard from faculty with regard to the alternative 
delivery doctoral format? 
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16. How are course instructors identified and selected to teach a course in the leadership 
academy? 
 
17. What is the minimum class size? Maximum class size? 
 
18. Is there a difference in the level of rigor in a doctoral course being offered through 
distance education as opposed to being offered on-campus? 
 
19. Is there a difference in the level of rigor in a doctoral course being offered in the 
academy format as opposed to being offered in a 16 week semester? 
 
20. How does the Department of AESHM demonstrate the CNP or FCSEd Leadership 
Academy offer the same coherence, rigor, and breadth as traditional on-campus 
doctoral programs? 
 
21. Why was the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy not offered entirely through 
distance education with no residency requirements? 
 
22. Please describe the living/learning community that was developed due to the 
implementation of the alternative delivery doctoral format. 
 
23. With regard to the living/learning community established through the alternative 
delivery doctoral format: 
a. What are some positive attributes you have heard from doctoral students? 
b. What are some negative attributes you have heard from doctoral students? 
 
24. What questions regarding the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academy would you like to 
see explored in this research study? 
 
25. Do you have comment cards from students involved in the alternative delivery 
doctoral format that I may have access to? 
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APPENDIX B: INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY INSTRUMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
 
CNP AND FCSEd LEADERSHIP ACADEMIES 
 FACULTY MEMBER/VISITING PROFESSOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
The purpose of this research study is to assess the emergence, development, implementation, and evaluation of 
alternative delivery doctoral formats in the CNP and FCS Education Leadership Academies at Iowa State 
University. Please answer each question based on instructions and/or scales provided.   
 
PLEASE NOTE: Completing this questionnaire is voluntary. You may skip any questions that you are 
uncomfortable answering. Answers are confidential.  
 
As you proceed through Phase I of the questionnaire, please denote statements that you feel strongly 
(positive or negative) with an "*" in the space provided in the left hand column. 
 
In Phase II, the instructions help you comment and reflect on your responses to these statements from Phase I. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to evaluate the alternative delivery doctoral program in your discipline within the 
AESHM department at ISU. Please click on "Submit" when finished, and automatically you will be directed to 
participate in a cash drawing. 
 
PHASE I 
A. PERCEPTIONS OF CURRENT LEADERSHIP ACADEMIES 
Please indicate what you think about the following aspects of the Leadership Academy in your discipline using 
the following scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree  
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable    SD D N A SA NA 
 
A-1. Leadership academy doctoral students in my   
discipline view their: 
A-1a) academic experiences as positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-1b) overall doctoral experiences as 
 positive.    1 2 3 4 5 6  
A-2. Leadership academy doctoral students in my  
discipline: 
A-2a) experience(d) a higher level of  
academic challenge than traditional 
 on-campus students.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2b) would gain more knowledge of 
 course content and information in a  
traditional on-campus format.  1 2 3 4 5 6  
A-2c) experience(d) a higher level of 
 rigor than traditional on-campus 
 doctoral students.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
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A-2d) lack time to reflect on information 
 received prior to assignments being due. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2e) exhibit/exhibited unrealistic 
 expectations of a leadership academy 
 format.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
A-3. Faculty members in our program are supportive  
of an alternative delivery doctoral program.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-4. Offering a doctoral program in a leadership  
academy format is/was a mistake.   1 2 3 4 5 6  
A-5. I would have enrolled in a leadership academy,  
 had it been available, to obtain my doctoral degree. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
A-6. Other colleges/universities should consider 
 implementing leadership academy formats for  
students wishing to pursue doctoral degrees.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
B. PERCEPTIONS OF DOCTORAL COURSEWORK 
Please indicate what you think about the following elements of the alternative delivery doctoral program in your 
discipline using the following scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree 
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable     SD D N A SA NA 
 
B-1. During the summer semester, leadership  
academy doctoral course are/were offered at an 
appropriate:      
B-1a) days of the week.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-1b) times of the day.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2. Leadership academy doctoral courses: 
B-2a) meet/met student expectations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2b) are/were scheduled in a logical  
format.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2c) provide(d) an appropriate level of 
 rigor.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2d) require(d) appropriate assignments  
to allow students to synthesize information. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-3. Faculty members in my discipline: 
B-3a) have/had expectations that are/were 
 higher for leadership academy student than  
traditional on-campus doctoral students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-3b) are/were easily accessible by 
 leadership academy doctoral students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-4. The amount of time leadership academy  
doctoral students spent on campus is/was sufficient. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-5. The number of leadership academy doctoral 
 courses taken during summer session is/was 
 appropriate.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
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B-6. Three weeks of on-campus instruction is/was 
 offered at an appropriate time of the year for the  
leadership academy.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
B-7. Teaching a course in a leadership academy  
format is/was more: 
B-7a) difficult than teaching traditional 
 on-campus formats.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
B-7b) time consuming than for traditional 
 on-campus formats.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
C. STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND THREATS 
Leadership academy doctoral students may view alternative delivery doctoral program characteristics as 
beneficial or detrimental. Based on your perceived views, please indicate your opinion of the following 
statements using the following scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree 
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable    SD D N A SA NA 
 
C-1. Establishing a mentoring program would be  
beneficial in linking professional leaders with 
 leadership academy students.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-2. Establishing an academy forum in which 
 professional leaders/experts  and leadership 
 academy doctoral students discuss professional 
 topics would elicit position papers and/or white 
 papers to be published by leadership academy  
doctoral students.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-3. Leadership academy doctoral courses  
are/should be taught by: 
C-3a) existing ISU faculty members only. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-3b) leaders/experts in the field.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-4. Doctoral students enrolled in a leadership 
 academy should unite and articulate one voice  
in policy making initiatives within the profession. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-5. Courses offered during summer session do/did 
 not allow enough time for leadership academy  
doctoral students to synthesize and reflect on  
material presented.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-6. Conducting research with leadership academy 
 doctoral students from a distance is/was difficult 
 for faculty members.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-7. Leadership academies provide working 
 professionals the opportunity to complete a 
 doctoral degree.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-8. Distance education courses limit students’ 
 learning experiences.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-9. Leadership academies should be offered 
 entirely on-line without residency requirements. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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C-10. Leadership academy doctoral students should  
be encouraged to work with a faculty member to 
 publish a paper during their doctoral program. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-11. More communication is/was needed between  
leadership academy doctoral students and faculty 
 members.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-12. Additional face-to-face interaction is/was 
 needed between leadership academy doctoral 
 students and faculty members.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-13. The leadership academy format should  
continue to be offered as an alternative delivery  
doctoral format.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-14. The number of students enrolled in a single 
 leadership academy course is/was conducive to a 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 beneficial learning experience. 
 
D. SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS  
Please indicate your response to each of the following questions. 
 
1. At ISU, I am a faculty member in the following discipline: 
Foodservice and Lodging Management (FLM) 
Family and Consumer Sciences Education (FCSEd) 
 
2. Since the alternative delivery program inception, please indicate the number of: 
courses you have taught in the leadership academy in your discipline 
0-1 
2-4 
5 or more 
POS committees you are/were a member of for leadership academy doctoral students in your discipline. 
0-1 
2-4 
5 or more 
Leadership academy doctoral students for which you serve(d) as major professor in your discipline 
0-1 
2-4 
5 or more 
3. What is your gender? 
a) male 
b) female 
4. What is your current age range? 
Less than 24 years 
24-29 years 
30-39 years 
40-49 years 
50-59 years 
60 years or older 
5. What is your race or ethnicity? 
American Indian or other Native American 
Asian American or Pacific Islander 
Black/African American 
Hispanic 
International Student/Non-resident Alien 
White/Non-Hispanic 
Other 
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6. My academic rank at ISU is: 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Full Professor 
Visiting Professor 
Other. Please specify: 
7. The total number of years I have been teaching: 
college/university level courses 
full-time at ISU: 
part-time at ISU: 
 
PHASE II 
 
In Phase I, you responded to statements concerning various aspects of the leadership academy in your discipline 
at ISU. It is also important to understand why you responded the way you did and what you suggest to improve 
or maintain each aspect that you felt strongly; for example, what you do not like about it and what could be 
done to improve it. 
 
Please go back to the statements denoted with an " * " in Phase I. Reread those statements and select 5 on which 
to provide additional information (if you did not denote any statements important to you, please take time to 
select statements now.) Remember, select 5 statements that you felt strongly about because: (1) the aspect meets 
your needs and it is important that it remains as it is, or (2) the aspect must be improved or changed in order to 
create a satisfactory experience. 
 
In the space provided on the following chart, please share your comments in the following manner: 
Column 1: Indicate the number of the statement you denoted with a " * ". 
Column 2: Indicate your response to the statement. 
Column 3: From your experiences, explain in your own words what exists or has happened that influenced your 
response to the statement.  
What would you recommend be changed to improve the situation or what would you recommend remain 
unchanged? Please be as specific as possible. 
 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your responses will be used to evaluate the alternative delivery 
format of the leadership academy in your discipline. 
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CNP AND FCSEd LEADERSHIP ACADEMIES 
DOCTORAL STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
The purpose of this research study is to assess the emergence, development, implementation, and evaluation of 
alternative delivery doctoral formats in the CNP and FCS Education Leadership Academies at Iowa State 
University. Please answer each question based on instructions and/or scales provided.  
 
PLEASE NOTE: Completing this questionnaire is voluntary. You may skip any questions that you are 
uncomfortable answering. Answers are confidential.  
 
As you proceed through Phase I of the questionnaire, please denote statements that you feel strongly 
(positive or negative) with an "*" in the space provided in the left hand column. 
 
In Phase II, the instructions help you comment and reflect on your responses to these statements from Phase I.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to evaluate your alternative delivery program in your area of emphasis within the 
AESHM department at ISU. Please click on "Submit" when finished, and automatically you will be directed to 
participate in a cash drawing. 
 
PHASE I 
A. PERCEPTIONS OF CURRENT LEADERSHIP ACADEMIES 
Please indicate what you think about the following aspects of your alternative delivery doctoral program using 
the following scale. 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree  
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable     SD D N A SA NA 
A-1. I have/had a very positive experience with 
 regard to my: 
A-1a) academic experience in my doctoral 
 program.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-1b) overall experience in my doctoral 
 program.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2. I believe that I: 
A-2a) experience(d) a high level of  
academic challenge in my doctoral program. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2b) experience(d) a higher level of rigor 
 than traditional on-campus doctoral  
students.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2c) do/did not have enough time to reflect 
on the information I receive(d) prior to 
 assignments being due.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2d) exhibit/exhibited unrealistic  
expectations of becoming a leadership  
academy doctoral student.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2e) would have gained more knowledge 
 of doctoral course content and information 
 presented by completing courses in a  
traditional on-campus format.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
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A-2f) will take/took longer than I expected 
 to complete my doctoral program.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2g) will/would recommend an alternative 
 delivery doctoral program to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-2h) should not have entered this doctoral 
 program.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-3. Faculty members are/were supportive of an  
alternative delivery doctoral format.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-4. If I were going to do it again, I would pursue a  
doctoral degree in an alternative delivery format  
such as the one I am/was currently enrolled.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-5. The overall quality of my doctoral program  
is/was excellent.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
A-6. The doctoral program orientation seminar was  
beneficial.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
B. PERCEPTIONS OF DOCTORAL COURSEWORK  
The alternative delivery doctoral program features elements that are unique to this type of format when 
compared to a traditional on-campus doctoral program. Please indicate what you think about the following 
elements of your alternative delivery doctoral program using the following scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree  
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable    SD D N A SA NA 
 
B-1. During the summer semester, leadership 
academy doctoral courses are/were offered at  
appropriate: 
B-1a) days of the week.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-1b) times of the day.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2. Doctoral courses: 
B-2a) meet/met my expectations.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2b) are/were scheduled in a logical  
format.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2c) provide(d) an appropriate level  
of rigor.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-2d) require(d) appropriate assignments 
 to allow students to synthesize 
 information.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-3. Amount of time spent on-campus is/was  
sufficient.     1 2 3 4 5 6  
B-4. The number of doctoral courses taken during  
summer session is/was appropriate.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-5. Three weeks of on-campus instruction is/was 
 offered at an appropriate time of the year.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-6. Faculty members: 
B-6a) have/had higher expectations for  
students enrolled in alternative delivery 
 doctoral programs compared to traditional 
 on-campus programs.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
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B-6b) are/were explicit in their expectations 
 of doctoral students.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-7. I feel/felt that I have/had limited assistance 
 from my POS committee while completing my 
 dissertation.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
B-8. Completing my dissertation by distance will  
be/was more difficult than I expected.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
C. STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND THREATS 
Doctoral students may view alternative delivery doctoral program characteristics as beneficial or detrimental. 
Based on your perceived views, please indicate your opinion of the following statements using the following 
scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree  
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable    SD D N A SA NA 
 
C-1. Establishing a mentoring program would be 
 beneficial in linking professional leaders with 
 leadership academy students.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-2. Establishing an academy forum in which 
 professional leaders/experts and graduate students 
 discuss professional topics would elicit position 
 papers and/or white papers to be published by  
students.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-3. Courses should be taught by: 
C-3a) existing ISU faculty members 
 only.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-3b) leaders/experts in the field.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-4. Doctoral students enrolled in a leadership 
 academy should unite and articulate one voice 
 in policy making initiatives within the profession. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-5. Courses offered during summer session  
do/did not allow me enough time for synthesis  
and reflection.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-6. Conducting research from a distance 
 is/was difficult for me.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-7. Leadership academies allow working  
professionals, such as myself, the ability to 
 complete a doctoral degree.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-8. Completing courses by distance education 
 limits/limited my learning experience.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-9. Leadership academies should be offered 
 entirely on-line without residency requirements. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-10. More communication is/was needed  
between faculty members and myself.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-11. Additional face-to-face interaction is/was 
 needed between faculty members and myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
C-12. The leadership academy format should  
continue to be offered as an alternative delivery  
doctoral format.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
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C-13. The number of students enrolled in single 
 leadership academy doctoral course is/was  
conducive to my learning experience.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
D. FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISION TO ENROLL IN DOCTORAL PROGRAM AT IOWA 
STATE UNIVERSITY 
A number of factors may have influenced your decision to enroll in a doctoral program at ISU. Please indicate 
how the following factors impacted your decision using the following scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree  
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable    SD D N A SA NA 
 
D-1. I enrolled because I had a desire to: 
D-1a) increase knowledge in my chosen 
 field.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-1b) conduct research in my chosen  
field.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-1c) teach in higher education.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-1d) advance in my current employment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-1e) change careers.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-1f) maintain my current position.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-2. I enrolled because of: 
D-2a. the reputation of ISU.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-2b. reputation of a particular ISU 
 faculty member.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-2c. cost of attending this program. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-2d. encouragement from family/friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-2e. geographic location.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-2f. information/advertising about the 
 alternative delivery doctoral programs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
D-2g. alternative delivery doctoral format 
 offered.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
E. FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISION TO ENROLL IN AN ALTERNATIVE DELIVERY 
DOCTORAL PROGRAM  
A number of factors may have influenced your decision to obtain a doctoral degree in an alternative delivery 
format. Please indicate how the following factors impacted your decision using the following scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree  
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable    SD D N A SA NA 
 
E-1. I did not pursue a doctoral degree earlier  
due to: 
E-1a) lack of an alternative delivery  
doctoral program in my field.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
E-1b) personal commitments.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
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E-1c) professional commitments.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
E-1d) my financial situation.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
E-1e) traditional on-campus residency 
 requirements.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
E-1f) unavailability of this type of  
alternative delivery doctoral format. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
E-2. I am confident that I made the right decision 
 in choosing: 
E-2a) to pursue my doctoral degree. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
E-2b) an alternative delivery doctoral 
 program as opposed to a traditional 
 on-campus program.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
E-3. In-state tuition offered to  
out-of-state students was a factor in  
my enrollment decision.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
G. LIVING/LEARNING COMMUNITY  
Living/learning communities is defined as a group of students who enroll in courses together as well as live 
together (or near each other) as members of a living/learning environment. Please share your views on this 
aspect of your alternative delivery doctoral program using the following scale: 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
D = Disagree  
N = Neither disagree nor agree 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly Agree 
NA = Not Applicable     SD D N A SA NA 
 
G-1. I have/had the ability to: 
G-1a) experience a sense of bonding 
 with my fellow classmates.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
G-1b) network with classmates and  
faculty.     1 2 3 4 5 6 
G-2. My living/learning community: 
G-2a) is/was a nurturing experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
G-2b) exhibits/exhibited academic 
 competitiveness among my fellow 
 classmates.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
G-2c) is/was a positive impact on my 
 success as a doctoral student.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
G-2d) aids/aided in my understanding of 
 doctoral course content.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
G-2e) offers/offered me encouragement  
and support.    1 2 3 4 5 6 
G-3. There is/was a sense of solidarity among the  
alternative delivery doctoral students.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
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H. FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF DOCTORAL PROGRAM 
Please indicate your response to each of the following statements. 
 
1. For my doctoral degree, I would estimate the debt that I have (will have) incurred in the following areas as: 
a) doctoral educational debt (tuition, supplies….)  
$0 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 4,000  
$4,001 - 6,000  
$6,000 - 8,000  
More than $8,000 
b) living expenses (room and board)  
$0 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 4,000  
$4,001 - 6,000  
$6,000 - 8,000  
More than $8,000 
c) travel expenses (airline fares, car rental, fuel charges)  
$0 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 4,000  
$4,001 - 6,000  
$6,000 - 8,000  
More than $8,000 
 
I. SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS  
Please indicate your response to each of the following statements. 
 
1. What is your gender? 
male 
female 
2. What is your current age range? 
Less than 24 
24-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 or older 
3. What is your area of emphasis: 
FCS (FCSEd Leadership Academy) 
FLM (CNP Leadership Academy) 
4. What is your graduate student status? 
Current CNP Leadership Academy student 
Current FCSEd Leadership Academy student 
Graduate of CNP Leadership Academy 
Graduate of FCSEd Leadership Academy 
5. What is your race or ethnicity? 
American Indian or other Native American 
Asian American or Pacific Islander 
Black/African American 
Hispanic 
International Student/Non-resident Alien 
White/Non-Hispanic 
Other: 
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6. I live about _____miles from ISU. 
Less than 250 
250-500 
500-1000 
1000-2000 
2000= 
7. I would best characterize my current doctoral program status as: 
completed less than half of courses required 
completed more than half, but not all required courses 
completed all coursework required 
completed preliminary examinations but not admitted to doctoral candidacy 
admitted to doctoral candidacy, but not yet working on dissertation 
working on dissertation 
completed all requirements for doctoral degree, but doctoral degree has not been awarded 
doctoral degree awarded 
8. I would characterize my current employment status as: 
Full-time student with no employment 
Full-time student with full-time employment (40 hours or more per week) 
Full-time student with part-time employment (less than 40 hours per week) 
Part-time student with no employment 
Part-time student with full-time employment (40 hours or more per week) 
Part-time student with part-time employment (less than 40 hours per week) 
9. I have a total of _____ years of professional employment experience within my profession. 
0-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26= 
10. My best estimate of how many total years it took (will take) to obtain my doctoral degree (from the time I 
started current program, until completion) to be: 
2 years 
3 years 
4 years 
5 years 
6 years = 
 
PHASE II 
In Phase I, you responded to statements concerning various aspects of the CNP and FCSEd Leadership 
Academies at ISU. It is also important to understand why you responded the way you did and what you suggest 
to improve or maintain each aspect that you felt strongly about; for example, what you do not like about it and 
what could be done to improve it. 
 
Please go back to the statements denoted with an " * " in Phase I. Reread those statements and select 5 on which 
to provide additional information (if you did not denote any statements important to you, please take time to 
select statements now.) Remember, select 5 statements that you felt strongly about because: (1) the aspect meets 
your needs and it is important that it remains as it is, or (2) the aspect must be improved or changed in order to 
create a satisfactory experience. 
 
In the space provided on the following chart, please share your comments in the following manner: 
Column 1: Indicate the number of the statement you denoted with a " * ". 
Column 2: Indicate your response to the statement. 
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Column 3: From your experiences, explain in your own words what exists or has happened that influenced your 
response to the statement. What would you recommend be changed to improve the situation or what would you 
recommend remain unchanged? Please be as specific as possible. 
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To:          FCSEd Leadership Academy Faculty Members/Visiting Professors 
 FLM Faculty Members 
 CNP Leadership Academy Students/Graduates 
 FCSEd Leadership Academy Students/Graduates 
 
From:     Michele Wehrle, CNP Graduate Student 
 Dr. Shirley Gilmore, Professor 
 
Subject:  Research Study 
 
You have been selected to take part in a survey about Alternative Delivery Doctoral Formats 
in the Child Nutrition Program and Family and Consumer Sciences Education Leadership 
Academies at Iowa State University.  A few days from now you will receive an electronic 
questionnaire. 
 
The purpose of the survey is to assess the emergence, development, implementation, and 
evaluation of alternative delivery doctoral formats in the CNP and FCSEd Leadership 
Academies at ISU.  The study will determine the effectiveness and feasibility of the 
alternative delivery format in doctoral education. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary, and we really appreciate you taking about 30 
minutes to answer all questions in the questionnaire. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  It is only with your generous support and 
participation this research will be successful. 
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To:          FCSEd Leadership Academy Faculty Members/Visiting Professors 
 FLM Faculty Members 
 
From:      Michele Wehrle, CNP Graduate Student 
 Dr. Shirley Gilmore, Professor 
 
Subject:   Research Study 
 
Last week we sent notification of a research study, Alternative Delivery Doctoral Formats in 
the Child Nutrition Program (CNP) and Family and Consumer Sciences Education (FCSEd) 
Leadership Academies at Iowa State University (ISU). As a faculty member/visiting 
professor in the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academies at ISU, you were selected to 
participate in the study. The data and information collected will be used to provide 
information on the effectiveness and feasibility of alternative delivery formats in doctoral 
education. Your participation is very important to the success of the research. 
 
The questionnaire should take about 30 minutes to complete, and your participation is 
voluntary. Your questionnaire will be coded to protect confidentiality.  The information will 
be held in strict confidence. Individual responses will be anonymous. 
 
To access the electronic questionnaire, please press your control key while clicking on the 
URL link below. You can also copy and paste the URL link to your Internet browser to 
access the electronic questionnaire. 
 
http://www.classweb.hs.iastate.edu/Surveys/Academy/faculty.htm
When you have completed the questionnaire, click on the ‘submit’ button. You will be 
directed to enter the $50 cash drawing as an incentive for your contribution to the study.  
Thank you for taking time to assist us. 
 
If you would like a copy of the results or have any questions please contact Michele Wehrle, 
mwehrle@ccac.edu or Dr. Shirley Gilmore, sgilmore@iastate.edu
We appreciate your participation! 
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To:          CNP Leadership Academy Students/Graduates 
 FCSEd Leadership Academy Students/Graduates 
 
From:      Michele Wehrle, CNP Graduate Student 
 Dr. Shirley Gilmore, Professor 
 
Subject:   Research Study 
 
Last week we sent notification of a research study, Alternative Delivery Doctoral Formats in 
the Child Nutrition Program (CNP) and Family and Consumer Sciences Education (FCSEd) 
Leadership Academies at Iowa State University (ISU). As a doctoral student in or graduate of 
the CNP or FCSEd Leadership Academies at ISU, you were selected to participate in the 
study. The data and information collected will be used to provide information on the 
effectiveness and feasibility of alternative delivery formats in doctoral education. Your 
participation is very important to the success of the research. 
 
The questionnaire should take about 30 minutes to complete, and your participation is 
voluntary. Your questionnaire will be coded to protect confidentiality.  The information will 
be held in strict confidence. Individual responses will be anonymous. 
 
To access the electronic questionnaire, please press your control key while clicking on the 
URL link below. You can also copy and paste the URL link to your Internet browser to 
access the electronic questionnaire. 
 
http://www.classweb.hs.iastate.edu/Surveys/Academy/student.htm
When you have completed the questionnaire, click on the ‘submit’ button. You will be 
directed to enter the $50 cash drawing as an incentive for your contribution to the study.  
Thank you for taking time to assist us. 
 
If you would like a copy of the results or have any questions please contact Michele Wehrle, 
mwehrle@ccac.edu or Dr. Shirley Gilmore, sgilmore@iastate.edu
We appreciate your participation! 
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To:             FCSEd Leadership Academy Faculty Members/Visiting Professors 
 FLM Faculty Members 
 
From:        Michele Wehrle, CNP Graduate Student 
 Dr. Shirley Gilmore, Professor 
 
Subject:     Research Study Reminder 
 
There is still time to complete the electronic questionnaire related to the CNP and FCSEd 
Leadership Academies at ISU.  If you have already completed and submitted the 
questionnaire, please accept our sincere thanks.  If not, please do so within the next few days. 
We are grateful for your assistance in assessing the effectiveness and feasibility of alternative 
delivery formats in doctoral education. 
 
To access the electronic questionnaire, please press your control key while clicking on the 
URL link below. You can also copy and paste the URL link to your Internet browser to 
access the electronic questionnaire. 
 
http://www.classweb.hs.iastate.edu/Surveys/Academy/faculty.htm
When you have completed the questionnaire, click on the ‘submit’ button. You will be 
directed to enter the $50 cash drawing as an incentive for your contribution to the study.   
 
Thank you for taking time to assist us! 
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To:             CNP Leadership Academy Graduate Students/Graduates 
 FCSEd Leadership Academy Graduate Students/Graduates 
 
From:        Michele Wehrle, CNP Graduate Student 
 Dr. Shirley Gilmore, Professor 
 
Subject:     Research Study Reminder 
 
There is still time to complete the electronic questionnaire related to the CNP and FCSEd 
Leadership Academies at ISU.  If you have already completed and submitted the 
questionnaire, please accept our sincere thanks.  If not, please do so within the next few days. 
We are grateful for your assistance in assessing the effectiveness and feasibility of alternative 
delivery formats in doctoral education. 
 
To access the electronic questionnaire, please press your control key while clicking on the 
URL link below. You can also copy and paste the URL link to your Internet browser to 
access the electronic questionnaire. 
 
http://www.classweb.hs.iastate.edu/Surveys/Academy/student.htm
When you have completed the questionnaire, click on the ‘submit’ button. You will be 
directed to enter the $50 cash drawing as an incentive for your contribution to the study.   
 
Thank you for taking time to assist us! 
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APPENDIX D: STUDENTS’ SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC TRAITS 
Table 20. Comparison of Characteristics of CNP and FCSEd Leadership Academy Students  
 
(n = 36) 
 
Variable CNP 
n
FCSEd 
 n
Gender   
Male 3 1
Female 14 18 
Age range  
24-29 0 3
30-39 2 4
40-49 5 4
50-59 10 6 
60 or older 0 2 
Graduate student status  
Current CNP Leadership Academy student 16 0 
Current FCS Education Leadership Academy student 0 15 
Graduate of CNP Leadership Academy 1 0 
Graduate of FCSEd Leadership Academy 0 4 
Ethnicity  
Black/African American 0 1 
International student/Non-resident alien 0 1 
White/Non-Hispanic 17 16 
Other 0 1
Distance between student’s home and ISU  
Less than 250 miles 4 4 
250-500 miles 4 3 
500-1,000 miles 5 3 
1,000-2,000 miles 4 5 
2,000 + miles 0 4 
Current doctoral program status  
Completed less than half of courses required 0 1 
Completed more than half, but not all required courses 2 6 
Completed all coursework required 2 5 
Completed preliminary examinations, not admitted to doctoral candidacy 1 1 
Admitted to doctoral candidacy, not working on dissertation 1 1 
Working on dissertation 9 3 
Doctoral degree awarded 2 2 
Current employment status  
Full-time student with full-time employment 2 3 
Full-time student with part-time employment 2 0 
Part-time student with full-time employment 12 14 
Part-time student with part-time employment 1 2 
Years of professional experience  
0-5 0 6
6-10 2 2
11-15 2 2
16-20 1 4
21-25 6 2
26 or more 6 3 
Years to complete doctoral degree  
3 7 5
4 8 5
5 0 4
6 or more 2 5
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APPENDIX E: FACULTY SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC TRAITS 
Table 21. Comparison of Characteristics of FLM and FCSEd Faculty Teaching in the CNP  
or FCSEd Leadership Academy (n = 13) 
 
Variable CNP 
n
FCSEd 
 n
Gender 
Male 1 0 
Female 6 6 
Age range  
30-39 years 1 0 
40-49 years 3 0 
50-59 years 2 4 
60+ years 1 2 
Ethnicity  
Asian American/Pacific Islander 1 0 
White/Non-Hispanic 5 6 
Other 1 0 
Academic rank at ISU  
Assistant professor 3 1 
Associate professor 1 0 
Full professor 3 0 
Visiting professor 0 5 
Number of courses taught in the academy  
0-1 2 4 
2-4 4 2 
5 or more 1 0 
POS committee membership  
0-1 2 4 
2-4 2 2 
5 or more 3 0 
Times served as major professor  
0-1 4 4 
2-4 2 1 
5 or more 1 1 
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APPENDIX F: STUDENTS’ MEAN SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL LEADERSHIP 
ACADEMIES 
Table 22. Mean Scores of Factors Influencing CNP and FCSEd Students to Earn a Doctoral 
Degree at ISU  
CNP FCSEd Factors M M
Format offered 4.8 4.7 
Increase knowledge in field 4.6 4.5 
Teach in higher education 3.9 4.4 
Advance in current employment 3.6 4.7 
Reputation of ISU 3.7 4.3 
Conduct research in field 3.9 3.2 
Encouragement from family and friends 3.4 3.5 
Cost of attending program 3.3 3.5 
Maintain current position 2.7 3.7 
Reputation of ISU faculty member 3.7 2.8 
Program advertising 3.2 3.1 
Change careers 2.9 3.1 
Geographic location 3.1 2.8 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean. 
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Table 23. Mean Scores of Factors Influencing CNP and FCSEd Students’ Decisions to Enroll 
in an Alternative Delivery Doctoral Program  
Factors CNP M
FCSEd 
M
Confident in decision to pursue degree 4.7 4.9 
Unavailability of alternative format 4.7 4.7 
Lack of program in field 3.8 3.6 
Alternative chosen over traditional format 4.7 4.7 
Financial situation 2.7 2.9 
Residency requirements 4.4 4.5 
In-state tuition 4.0 4.4 
Personal commitments 3.4 3.6 
Professional commitments 3.5 3.4 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean. 
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Table 24. Mean Scores of CNP and FCSEd Students’ Perceptions of Practices in Current 
Leadership Academies and Doctoral Coursework  
Perceptions CNP M
FCSEd  
M
Perceptions of current leadership academy   
High level of academic challenge 4.4 4.8 
Positive academy experience 4.4 4.7 
Overall quality of program 4.2 4.9 
Faculty supportive of program 4.1 4.8 
Positive overall experience 4.4 4.5 
Recommend alternative format 4.5 4.1 
Would pursue again 4.1 4.5 
Higher level of rigor than traditional 3.5 4.5 
Doctoral program orientation 4.0 3.4 
Longer time to complete degreed 3.1 3.3 
No time for reflection of assignments 2.4 3.2 
More knowledge gain from traditional 2.0 2.1 
Unrealistic expectations 1.4 2.9 
Should not have entered program 1.0 1.5 
Perceptions of doctoral coursework   
Summer courses offered best time of year 4.6 4.6 
Provided appropriate level of rigor 4.5 4.7 
Courses offered best days of week 4.2 4.7 
Courses offered best times of day 4.0 4.7 
Time spent on-campus 3.9 4.7 
Appropriate assignments 3.9 4.6 
Student expectations met 3.9 4.6 
Number of courses taken during summer 4.0 4.4   
Courses scheduled in logical format 3.8 4.2 
Expectations were explicit 3.5 3.8 
Faculty members expectations higher 3.3 3.4 
Limited assistance from POS committee 2.5 3.9 
Dissertation by distance 2.7 3.2 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean. 
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Table 25. Mean Scores of Leadership Academy Students’ Perceptions of Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats of the Leadership Academy  
Perceptions CNP  M 
FCSEd 
M
Strengths   
Allow working professionals opportunity 4.9 4.9 
Continue to offer format 4.7 5.0 
Enrollment conducive to learning 3.9 4.4 
No time for reflection in summer 2.9 2.0 
Residency requirements 2.4 2.0 
Distance limits learning 2.4 1.9 
Weaknesses   
More communication 2.7 3.4 
Face-to-face interaction 2.9 2.9 
Research from distance difficult 2.7 2.9 
Opportunities   
Mentoring program 3.9 4.2 
Academy forum 3.9 4.1 
Policy making initiatives 2.8 3.3 
Threats   
Courses taught by leaders/experts in field 3.8 4.8 
Courses taught by existing ISU faculty 2.4 1.8 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean. 
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Table 26. Mean Scores of CNP and FCSEd Students’ Perceptions of the Living/Learning 
Community  
Perceptions CNP  M
FCSEd  
M
Networking 4.5 4.6 
Sense of solidarity 4.5 4.6 
Sense of bonding 4.4 4.6 
Encouragement and support 4.4 4.6 
Positive impact on success 4.3 4.3 
Nurturing experience 4.0 4.4 
Understanding of course content 4.1 4.3 
Academic competitiveness 3.2 3.4 
Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree, NA = not applicable and not included in mean. 
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